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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 16, 1958 


UNITED STaTEs SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 
AND GENERAL LEGISLATION, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2 o’clock p. m., in 
room 324, Senate Office Building, Senator Karl E. Mundt,presiding. 

Present: Senator Hickenlooper. 

Also present: Senator Mundt (presiding). 

Senator Munpr. The meeting will come to order, please. 

For the record, may I say that the chairman of the Agriculture 
Committee has asked me to preside at the hearing this afternoon due 
to the fact that we set this up on short notice when we discovered so 
many of you were in to appear before the House committee. Rather 
than make it necessary for you to come back, most of you, maybe all 
of you being here at your own expense, we thought we could prepare 
this record and give you a chance to testify. 

The record will be transcribed and made available to the other 
members of the Senate and of the committee, and as they find it 
possible, other members of the Agriculture Committee will drift in 
during the course of the afternoon. They have other committee 
assignments. Some Senators have a bill which is up on the floor of 
the Senate; others are marking up the Senate saiceutinnsd appropria- 
tions bill this afternoon at 2:30 o’clock, and I happen to be a member 
of that committee. I should be there myself. So, I will be shoving 
down proxies maybe from time to time. 

But we are mighty glad to have you gentlemen here to testify on 
S. 3538. This is the third time that I have participated in hearings of 
this type and I hope the rule of baseball holds true and it three times 
and in, not out, and that at this time we can get the job done. 

We have invited the members of the various farm organizations to 
come here today if they care to. We will be glad to interrupt your 
line of testimony to let them appear if they are ready to testify today 
because I think you would like to know what they have to say about 
the legislation and some of you could then adjust your remarks to the 
statements they make. In fairness to them it should be said that this 
is pretty short notice and they may not elect to testify today. They 
may not elect to testify at all. Or they may request an opportunity 
to testify later, but at least the opportunity has been extended and the 
invitation has been extended for them to be here today. 

We have a report from the Department of Agriculture which I have 
not read. It was just delivered about 2 minutes ago. They promised 
they would have it here in time for the opening of the hearing, and here 
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it is, and I thought that for the record we would first put in, Madam 
Reporter, S. 3538 in its entirety, followed immediately by this report 
by the Department which I shall now read because I think you will 
| want to hear that. 
(S. 3538 is as follows:) 


[S. 3538, 85th Cong., 2d Sess.] 


A BILL To amend the provisions of the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921, as amended (7 U. S. C. 181), 
relating to practices in the marketing of livestock. 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921, 
as amended (7 U. 8. C. 181), is amended by adding after section 317 thereof a 
new section reading as follows: 

“Src. 318. Nothing contained in this Act shall be construed as prohibiting a 
market agency, upon request of a livestock producer sponsored association or 
organization, from making deductions from the proceeds of sales of livestock or 
any species thereof to finance research or sales-promotion programs: Provided, 
That in accounting to the shipper of such livestock, the shipper is advised of the 
amount of the deduction, the purpose thereof, the organization it was made for, 
and that upon request of the shipper, made within thirty days from date of deduc- 
tion, the amount deducted will be paid to the shipper: Provided further, That no 
deduction shall be made if the shipper so instructs the market agency prior to time 
of sale or accounting therefor.” 


Senator Munpr. I think you will all want to hear this letter and 
make some comment about it during the course of your testimony. 
It is dated today, addressed to the Honorable Allen J. Ellender, 
chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, United States 


Senate. 


This is in response to your request of March 22, 1958, for our views on S. 3538, 
& proposed amendment to the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921, to permit deduc- 
tions from the proceeds of livestock producers for a self-help meat promotion 
program. 

The bill provides that any market agency at a livestock market posted under 
the Packers and Stockyards Act may, upon request of an organization which is 
sponsored by livestock producers and which finances research or sales promotion 
programs, make deductions from the proceeds of sale of livestock. The bill 
further provides that the consignor shall be informed of the amount of this de- 
duction and to whom it is to be paid and that this sum shall be returned to him 
upon request made within 30 days. 

We have always favored promotional activities which are industry-supported 
and industry-administered. The Department recognizes the problem to which 
this bill is addressed and is not opposed to the passage of an amendment to the 
Packers and Stockyards Act which would clarify the situation. We do, however, 
have reservation as to the number and variety of uncoordinated efforts which 
might develop under the proposed amendment. We should also point out that 
there are in the various agricultural commodity fields, including that of livestock, 
substantial national organizations engaged in research and sales promotion of the 
commodity in question. These organizations, although substantially producer- 
sponsored, are also cosponsored or supported by other segments of the industry. 
It appears that it is the intent of the proposed amendment that such an organiza- 
tion would be covered by the phrase ‘‘livestock producer sponsored association or 
organization.”’ We would so interpret this phrase; however, it would seem advis- 
able that any such amendment should make it clear that the association or organi- 
zation in question is not limited to one solely sponsored by livestock producers. 

This bill removes the objections of the Department to several previous bills by 
eliminating provisions placing direct responsibilities upon the Department with 
respect to the administration or supervision of industry meat promotional pro- 

rams. 
7 The Bureau of the Budget advises there is no objection to submission of this 
report. 
Sincerely, 


True D. Morss, Acting Secretary. 
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I should make one other statement before calling on the first witness. 
I was in touch with the Department yesterday and today telling them 
about this hearing, suggesting how pleasant and helpful it would be if 
they would be prepared to send one of their representatives up to testi- 
fy at this meeting. They said, and I think with some legitimacy and 
properly said, that it was pretty short notice for them to brief their 
team of witnesses and they begged off appearing without more oppor- 
tunity to analyze the bill and more opportunity to get ready to testify. 

They did agree, however, to push other things aside to give us this 
report, to make it part of the hearings, and, of course, at some subse- 
quent date if the committee elects to hear them, they will be here to 
testify on any areas of disagreement which might arise between your 
position and theirs. 

Now, as I understand it, you have elected among yourselves to have 
Joe Holbert sort of serve as an engineer to keep these hearings on the 
track, and if my understanding is correct, Joe, who is your first witness, 
you? Very good. Just sit right down. 


STATEMENT OF J. C. HOLBERT, PRESIDENT, IOWA BEEF PRO- 
DUCERS ASSOCIATION, BETTENDORF, IOWA, AND CHAIRMAN, 
NATIONAL LIVESTOCK PROMOTION BOARD 


Mr. Hotserr. Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the National Livestock 
Promotion Board, 1 wish to say we endorse this bill. First, we 
endorse it because it is a self-help program. 

Second, we feel that this bill should be passed because it would put 
markets in the United States, all markets, upon the same basis from 
the standpoint of making a deduction or a checkoff for research, 
educational, and promotional purposes. 

The third reason why we believe this bill should be passed, it would 
put all States on the same basis from the standpoint of making a 
deduction. 

And fourth, and not least, we think this bill should be passed 
because it would give us the same constitutional rights now enjoyed 
by all other agriculture commodities. And I am sure that no Senators 
would deny us that privilege intentionally. 

The question has been asked, and rightly so, who is going to receive 
the money and how is it going to be spent? I would like to call atten- 
tion—and I know it is not necessary from your standpoint—to the 
fact that this is a nonappropriation bill. It is a self-help program. 
All other agriculture commodities have been able to form their own 
organization and make provision to handle their funds and lay out 
their own program. We feel, and very sincerely feel, that the live- 
stock industry has equal ability to other agriculture groups. We also 
will make ourselves available to the organizations that they have set 
up and seek their counsel in setting up our organization. 

I think it is very important that we recognize very clearly the fact 
at this time that the Packers and Stockyards Act has taken away or 
prohibits the livestock people from doing what the other commodities 
are now doing. 

I would like to make one statement in behalf of my own State, 
the State of Iowa. As chairman of the Iowa Livestock Council, and 
president of the Iowa Beef Producers Association, I wish to say that 
the Iowa Livestock Council is made up of the president and Secretary 
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of the Swine Association, the Beef Association, the Lamb Feeders 
Association, and the Dairy Cattle Association, cooperating with the 
Secretary of Agriculture of the State of lowa, the Dean of Agriculture 
of Iowa State College, and the head of the Department of the Iowa 
State College, and they have approved the recommendation to amend 
the Packers and Stockyards Act so a deduction could be made legally 
for research, educational, and promotional purposes. 

There will be some remarks concerning the National Livestock & 
Meat Board. I would like to say in that respect that we are very 
much interested in that in Iowa, Senator. I think the record will 
show that we contribute about 25 percent of the total. We wish to 
yield out time on that subject to the gentleman from Texas, Mr. 
J. Taylor, who I think possibly has done much if not more than any 
other individual in the United States for the meat board. .But I 
will say there has been some question raised if the meat board is 
producer-controlled. If the meat board is not producer-controlled, 
then I think we producers in Iowa will want to take another look at 
the National Livestock & Meat Board. 

Thank you. 

Now, I wish to—— 

Senator Munpt. You used interchangeably, Mr. Holbert, the terms 
“deduction” and “‘checkoff.’”’ Now, to me the word “‘checkoff’”’ has 
a connotation of compulsion, and it would seem to me that the word 
“deduction” more appropriately defines the mechanics of this bill 
than the word “checkoff.”” Am I right or am I wrong? 

Mr. Hoxserr. | would quite agree, and I wish we had started using 
that word. When we were talking to the farmers of the country 
and we are farmers—we started out by using that word ‘‘checkoff.”’ 
It is kind of a simple word and you know we are simple people. We 
use simple words. From the standpoint of diversity and possibly the 
standpoint of this bill, the word ‘‘deduction” would be much better. 

Senator Munprt. I think that is true, especially of the present 
legislation. A year ago and 2 years ago there was an element of 
checkoff in the apparatus, the mechanics of the bill, but I can’t see 
any element of checkoff in the bill the way it is presently before us. 

Mr. Horsert. That is quite right. It does not call for anything 
excepting the privilege. 

Senator Munprt. Now, sir, so that we may have before the Members 
of the Senate as complete a story as we can—and I don’t know how 
much additional testimony may or may not be heard after today— 
may I ask you a couple of questions about what transpired before the 
House committee yesterday? I presume you were present. 

Mr. Ho.sert. | was there. 

Senator Munpt. Were the opponents, if any, of the legislation given 
an opportunity to testify over there yesterday? 

Mr. Ho.pert. Yes, sir. 

Senator Munpt. How many different groups or individuals spoke 
up in opposition? 

Mr. Ho.sert. As I remember it, the American Farm Bureau and 
the stockyards people. 

Senator Munpt. Two groups. 

Mr. Ho.sert. Two groups. 

Senator Munpr. And what were the main arguments in opposition 
that they presented? 
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Mr. Hotrerr. Well, I hesitate to comment, Senator, because your 
viewpoint depends a lot on where you sit, and—— 

Senator Munpr. That is right. I don’t want you to present their 
arguments other than to get them in the record at this point so that 
those who peruse the record who may be looking for those arguments 
can relate them to the presentations made by people who are in favor 
of it. I think it makes a little better presentation and enables those 
who have to depend on reading the hearings to have the whole picture 
before them prior to the time when they might abandon ship on read- 
ing it and make up their minds without getting the story. 

Mr. Houegert. I would like to say here that I am a member of the 
American Farm Bureau Federation, have been for along time. I have 
paid membership in that organization for a good many years. I have 
got a great deal of respect for the organization. I did not agree at all 
with their argument yesterday. In fact, I could not follow them. 
They said they were for a voluntary checkoff. Yet they spent a 
great deal of time emphasizing that they were for the National Live- 
stock & Meat Board that we are all for, too. 

We are for the National Livestock & Meat Board as Mr. Taylor 
will tell you. He is a spokesman for this group on that subject. 
They say they are for a voluntary checkoff, vet they say they are for 
the National Livestock & Meat Board, and the National Livestock & 
Meat Board is not truly a voluntary checkoff. They are no more a 
voluntary checkoff than the bill we are now considering. As I 
remember, and in my opinion if I was going to summarize the gentle- 
men’s arguments in the stockyards, it is the fact that they questioned 
maybe whether it would be legal even after this bill passed. I am 
going to leave that up to the Senators and the Representatives who 
introduced the bill. I think that is up to you gentlemen. The 
other objection——— 

Senator Munpr. If this bill passes, it certainly is going to be legal 
until such time as it is upset by some court action. There is no 
question about that. 

Mr. Horsgerr. I think as | remember the question, he raised the 
question whether this bill would even make it legal. 

The other question he raised was that it would cause the stockyard 
people or the commissionmen more work. Well, I am a shipper of 
livestock. If it is going to cause my men more work, I will be glad to 
pay it. After all, I appreciate them and I like my commissionmen 
very much. But nevertheless I pay the bill and it is my money that 
I am asking to get back, and all we are asking for is our money to do 
as we kindly please, and I would like to say here that I don’t think any 
group in America has got a better right to say that we can form our 
own organization and spend our own money than the cattlemen and 
the hogmen and the sheepmen of this country because we have never 
asked the Government for a Government subsidy and we are standing 
against subsidy for our industry 100 percent. 

We are not committing ourselves for other agricultural commodi- 
ties, but we have proven to the world we can run our own business 
and we want to run our own business, and therefore I would sa 
when the opposition says we don’t know what we are going to do wit 
the money and we don’t know how to handle it, I don’t buy that. 

Senator Munpr. In short, what you are asking Congress to do is 
to set up machinery whereby you can help yourselves in accordance 
with what you think are the best dictates of your collective judgment. 
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Mr. Hoxsert. That is right, and I have every faith in their judg- 
ment, and if we make a few mistakes, it will be a few pennies and we 
have got a lot of money invested. 

May I give you a simple example on that? 

Senator Munpr. You may. 

Mr. Hoxrsert. Suppose over the last 5 years that we bought steers 
out of your State of South Dakota and shipped them, with maybe 20 
cents a pound on them. 

Senator Munprt. A distinguished friend of yours just entered, 
Senator Hickenlooper. 

Mr. Hoxpert. He is a good friend of all of us. 

I am in the process of buying some steers from South Dakota. 

If we buy those steers and it costs us $100, we have got $100 invested 
for each steer. If we feed him 800 pounds, taking the last 5 years, 
I think it would cost us 20 cents a pound. If we put on 800 pounds, 
that would be $160. We pay that South Dakota rancher $100. 
That is $260. Multiply that by 100 and we have got $26,000 invested 
in a hundred head of steers from the standpoint of production. 

Now, we have never suggested that we are going to take over 10 
cents off. So we are proposing taking 10 cents “off of $26,000 invest- 
ment to spend, to help ourselves mar ket our livestock. 

Now, I maintain from the standpoint of the lowa producers, and 
these other gentlemen can ably support the West and South cause, 
I maintain if we have got judgment enough or good enough judgment 
to tackle the $26,000 investment, we ought to be able to spend 10 
bucks that we want to take off to help market our livestock 

Senator Munpv. Isn’t it also true that since this is not compulsory, 
since this is voluntary, since it is a deduction which can be made or 
can be circumvented and is not a checkoff, that this has sort of got 
a built-in self-correcting mechanism? If your group that handles the 
expenditure of the money spends it unwisely, won’t a sufficient number 
of livestock producers say, we are not for a program like this. Weare 
going to shut off the revenue. And so it corrects itself. 

Mr. Housert. I would think that would be true, and I don’t 
believe there is a man or woman in this room who is supporting this 
bill who would support a compulsory checkoff. I know I wouldn’t. 
I would not support a compulsory checkoff against the livestock pro- 
ducers of this country. 

Senator Munpr. I would like to ask you to do one other thing. 
I am sure when I[ read this report from the Department of Agriculture 
it was as new to you as it was to me because it just got here. I wish 
you would take this report, Mr. Holbert, and assign a committee of 
experts from among your group here to sit down and read it and an- 
alyzeit. As I read it over just the one time, it seems to me they raised 
only one possible reservation, and perhaps during the course ‘of your 
testimony, then, you might be able to make some comment in con- 
nection with the ‘particular point that they seek to establish in the 
letter. 

You don’t have to do that right offhand, but if some of you will 
take it and examine it and go over it, I know we would like to have 
in the record your reaction to that ‘particular paragraph which at 
least raises an eyebrow while it doesn’t definitely oppose the legisla- 
tion. Do you suppose you could do that? 

Mr. Hoxserr. Yes, sir. 
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May I make one other statement? I sincerely believe the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture should either recommend the correcting of the 
Packers and Stockyards Act or I think they should enforce it. 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Very good. 

Who is your next witness? 

Mr. Hotsert. The American Cattlemen’s Association, and I 
think they list their own men, and may I suggest for the sake of time, 
Mr. Chairman, that the men ‘all come up at once and it will save time, 
and if they will come up all at once and will give their own names, I 
think it would save time. 

Senator Munpr. All right. Mr. Milburn I believe is the next 
name I have on the list. Then Mr. Dressler, Mr. Briscoe, and 
Mr. Ham. Mr. Milburn I believe is to be the first spokesman, is 
that right? 

Mr. Mitsurn. I can be; yes, sir. 

Senator Munopr. All right. We will be glad to hear from you. 

If each of you before you speak will give your name and your home 
address and the official office that you hold in your respective associa- 
tion, it will be a little bit better for the record. 


STATEMENT OF G. R. ‘‘JACK’’ MILBURN, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
NATIONAL CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION, GRASSRANGE, MONT. 


Mr. Miisury. Mr. Chairman, my name is G. R. “Jack”? Milburn. 
[ live on and operate a ranch close to Grassrange, Mont. I have lived 
there 30 years. That is my profession. That is the only business I am 
engaged in. It is the only business I know and have worked at that 
business all my life. 

I am president of the American National Cattlemen’s Association. 
The American National Cattlemen’s Association represents some 200 
local and State associations of cattlemen comprised of perhaps 200,000 
members. We are here—a few of us are here to say that the American 
National Cattlemen’s Association and the affiliated organizations are 
in favor of this legislation. We feel that it is voluntary legislation. 
We do not ask Congress to amend a law that would compel us to do 
anything to regulate our business. We are asking the removal of an 
objection that does not permit this deduction at the market. We 
know of no better way to raise money for beef promotion than de- 
ductions at markets. 

This amount as deducted at the markets would be determined by 
the cattlemen themselves, what they would voluntarily say could be 
deducted, and by that I mean that the organizations to which they 
belong would naturally sponsor such a movement within their State 
and at that time would designate the amount. 

To cite a good example, Montana has done it for many years through 
the cooperation of our existing markets, 13 in number. They have 
made these deductions for the Montana Beef Council, which in turn 
contributes to the National Beef Council, and the National Livestock 
and Meat Board. 

The deductions to the National Livestock and Meat Board in Mon- 
tana and other States has not been too well organized because of the 
lack of cooperation of some of the markets in the past, but not so in 
Montana. We feel that by having an organized method in each State 
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which eventually would become nationwide, that we would contribute 
much more money to the National Livestock and Meat Board which 
we have sponsored and helped sponsor, and that we would contribute 
practically all the money that they could ask for. 

At the present time Montana has doubled its contribution to the 
National Livestock and Meat Board in recent years. It used to be 
1 cent. It is now 2 cents. But the national organization and the 
State organization have sent representatives down here to express 
themselves freely, to express the feelings of their members. I think 
that is a little bit different than other organizations that have come 
to testify at these hearings. 

The policies of our State organizations, our county organizations, 
and our national organization are dictated by the members them- 
selves. When these “policies are adopted by an association, a local 
association or a national association, the officers adhere to the wishes 
of their members. At no time do the officers or the board of directors 
dicatate to the members what the policies shall be. 

The majority of the officers of these organizations are not paid. 
They are donating their services. The only paid members are 
perhaps the secretary or the treasurer. I want to emphasize that. 

Senator Munpr. How big a deduction do you make in Montana? 

Mr. Mueurn. Five cents per head. If I may take a moment to 
refer 

Senator Munpr. Do you do that on cattle alone or do you extend 
it into swine and sheep? 

Mr. Mitspurn. The sheepmen have their own program in Montana, 
as they do over the Nation. I can’t tell you anything about that. 
There are no swine deductions in Montana. The Montana Beef 
Council was formed in Montana in 1954. It has been very successful. 
I would like to introduce a small pamphlet I have here which gives 
the financial statement of recent months, I think 9 months, and it 
gives something of an outline of the operation of the Montana Beef 
Council. 

Two cents of that money has been retained by the State for their 
own advertising and beef promotion. Two cents go to the National 
Livestock and Meat Board, and 1 cent has been sent to the National 
Beef Council. We find that that is sufficient. I think that it would 
be proven sufficient over the country, that 5 cents could be the 
maximum. 

I think one thing that I should emphasize that will be brought out 
here perhaps again today is that we recognize the fact that these 
deductions are ~ being made illegally in Montana, today and have 
been, because they are posted markets, Government posted mar- 
kets, and apparently it is contrary to the law that we are asking to be 
amended. We are not trying to break the law. We started that 
before we were told that it was contrary to the law, and no one has 
stopped us, and we are continuing to make it in a patriotic way for 
the support of our industry. 

Senator Munpr. Without objection, this pamphlet may be made 
part of the record and printed at this point. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 
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How tHE Montana Beer Councit Is Promotine aNnD INTENDS To PrRomMoTs 
Montana BEEF 


WHY BEEF PROMOTION? 


While beef is still the number one meat preference of the American people, 
producers of other meat products are making serious inroads—and they have been 
doing it through organized promotion. 

Some of the more aggressive programs being aimed at meat eaters today are 
those for lamb, turkey and other poultry products—and they have been amazingly 
successful in changing America’s eating habits. 

If beef is to maintain, not to mention increase, its share of the meat-consuming 
market, it must be aggressively promoted—continuously and increasingly. 
AND IT IS SQUARELY UP TO THE BEEF PRODUCERS TO PROVIDE 
THAT PROMOTION. 


HOW THE MONTANA BEEF COUNCIL HAS HELPED TO PROMOTE BEEF 


Since its inception the Montana Beef Council has aided the promotion of 
beef on a national scale by giving financial aid to the National Livestock and 
Meat Board and the National Beef Council. (Of the 5 cents per head which 
the Montana Beef Council receives, 2 cents is earmarked for the meat board 
and 1 cent for the National Beef Council.) 

The balance of the council’s funds have largely been spent on promoting beef 
in Montana. While this job has probably been effective, the council’s directors 
realize that, if the Montana cattle industry is to remain healthy—and grow— 
more people outside the State must eat Montana beef. 

So, the directors decided to embark upon a program with that objective and 
have retained a professional advertising agency to formulate and direct the 
program. 

HOW MONTANA BEEF WILL BE PROMOTED IN 1958 


Beef cannot be exactly identified as to the State of its origin in the retail food 
market. Therefore, a national advertising campaign dirr®cted to housewives and 
urging them to demand and eat Montana beef would be largely ineffective. Fur- 
thermore, costs of an advertising program of that scope would be prohibitive with 
the funds the Montana Beef Council has at its command. 

However, there is one way to increase national consumption of Montana beef, 
which the council can afford to finance, and that is to see that more of it is made 
available in the Nation’s market places. And, in turn, this can be accomplished 
only if an increasing amount of Montana’s range cattle reach the feed lots of 
America. 

While some advertising effort has been expended along that line in the past the 
Montana Beef Council has approved a promotion program which is largely de- 
voted to advertising to feed lot operators. Seventy-seven percent of the 1958 
advertising budget will be invested in that part of the year’s program (The balance 
will be used to continue such in-State efforts as distribution of napkins, matches 
and windshield stickers.) 

Specifically, the advertising will embrace selected advertising media which 
reach farmers in the Corn Belt area, other Plains States and Pacific coast areas 
where cattle feeding operations are on the increase. 

It is a minimum program because of the council’s limited funds but one which 
should be effective because Montana feeder cattle are already recognized as 
superior to those from other areas—a situation which will be stressed in the 
1958 advertising. 

This year’s program will be exhibited in detail at the May meeting of the Mon- 
tana Stockgrowers Association in Great Falls. 


HOW YOU CAN HELP 


The effectiveness of an advertising campaign to increase consumption of 
Montana beef—through increased sale of Montana feeder cattle—is in direct 
ratio to the efforts expended. 

Should the contributions to the Montana Beef Council measurably increase, 
advertising efforts can be measurably increased * * * and, in turn, consumption 
of Montana Beef will be measurably increased. 

It is as simple as that—except that it is not so simple unless all of Montana’s 
cattle producers support the program. 








10 MEAT PROMOTION PROGRAMS 


By collecting voluntary contributions on sales through their auction markets all 
of the Montana livestock markets are helping to secure funds for the Montana Beef 
Council. Insofar as this does not represent all of the cattle sold in Montana an- 
nually, contributions from all cattle sold are urgently needed to further promote 
and advertise the Montana cattle industry—the greatest industry in this great 
State of ours. 

If you have not contributed through your market, help Montana to have a really 
aggressive Montana cattle advertising program by sending your 5 cents per head 
on all sales to Montana Beef Council, Helena, Mont. 


Nine-month financial statement of the Montana Beef Council, Apr. 30, 1957-Jan. 30, 
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———————___ 18, 231. 87 
Gesh-en denosit Jan: 31, TOGG.. «02 on eee ccccc ue .- 17, 225. 51 


(The council’s efforts @an be only as effective as the support it receives. Let’s 
increase its working funds with contributions from all sales of Montana cattle.) 


OFFICERS AND DIRECTORS, MONTANA BEEF COUNCIL 


Officers: Directors: 
Joe Blazek, Glasgow, president Jack Brenner, Grant 
Ralph Huntley, Wisdom, vice president John B. Dunlap, Miles City 
Ralph Miracle, Helena, treasurer A. J. Langman, Billings 
Robin MacNab, Bozeman, secretary Einar Larson, Helena 


John MeVay, Lewistown 
Forest Noel, Lewistown 
John M. Otten, Lewistown 
Thayer Stevens, Harlowton 
Winton Wedemeyer, Fortine 
Mr. Mitsurn. I don’t care to take any more of your time, Senator, 
unless you have some questions. There are other members of the 
American National Cattlemen’s Association that wish to give you a 
little testimony. 
Senator Munpt. Do you have any questions, Senator Hickenlooper? 
Senator HickeNLooprrer. Yes. I think there are 1 or 2 phases 
of that matter that ought to be explored on the record. I just say it 
generally so the witnesses may address themselves to the subject. 
What kind of a program would be expected to be developed with 
these funds? How would the promotion program go on? I mean, if 
you discuss that for the record at these hearings rather than just leave 
the record to show that you just want to Be out from under the 
Packers and Stockyards Act, you see 
Mr. Mivpurn. Yes. 
Senator HickmNLooper. So that anyone reading the record can see 
what kind of a program 








Mr. Mixzsurn. There are others that will go into that. 
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Senator Hickentooprr. I didn’t mean to question any particular 
witness. I just thought that ought to be put into the record. If 
someone else is going to touch on it, then I have no questions. 

Senator Munpr. Ernest Ham of South Dakota. We would like to 
hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF ERNEST B. HAM, LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, 
AMERICAN NATIONAL CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION, VIEW- 
FIELD, S. DAK. 


Mr. Ham. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am Ernest 
Ham, a member of the legislative committee of the American Na- 
tional Cattlemen’s Association; a past president of the South Dakota 
Stock Growers Association; and I am here to testify in behalf of 
Senate bill 3538 pertaining to the promotion and research of livestock 
interests. 

I think there is one thing which should be emphasized in the fact 
that the affiliated organizations of the American National Cattle- 
men’s Association, with a very large membership, are all except one 
in favor of this Senate bill 3538. There are many to testify here 
today, and for that fact, they will cover most of the reasons why we 
are in favor of this bill, and at this time I would like to submit tele- 
grams and letters from affiliated organizations and organizations that 
have requested us—that is, the committee of the American National 
Cattlemen’s Association—to submit as evidence for the bill at this 
time, and I would like to submit this. 

Senator Munpt. Without objection, we will accept that and we 
will list the names in the hearings and place the documents as ex- 
hibits for the record. 

(The documents referred to are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Mrs. Ciype Kine, Presipent, Utan Cow Bett.es, Boutpmr, 
UtTan 


This statement is made by Mrs. Clyde King, of Boulder, Utah. 

My husband raises stock cattle and this statement is made for the Utah State 
Cow Belles. 

I am president of this group of over 500 women. Our major project since 
1947—when we organized—has been promotion of beef. We have had great 
difficulty because of lack of funds. 

We feel that the passage of H. R. 11330 and S. 3538 will make a big difference 
in what we are able to accomplish and in the welfare of the livestock.industry in 
Utah. 

We urge the passage of this legislation. 


SraTeMeEnt oF Mrs. Peter Bartmvs, Sr., PrestpeENt, Artzona State Cow BEe.uizs 
KINGMAN, ARIZ. 


We feel that the passage of Senate Bill 3538 will make a big difference in what 
we are able to accomplish in the welfare of the livestock industry of Arizona. So 
we urge the passable of this bill. 


STATEMENT OF THE ALABAMA CATTLEMEN’s ASSOCIATION 


The Alabama Cattlemen’s Association representing more than 5,000 beef 
cattle producers in every county in the State favors the passage of H. R. 11330. 
Alabama is rapidly becoming an important cattle-producing State and today 
beef cattle is one of our major sources of agriculturalineome. At the present time 
26824—58——_2 
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Alabama cattlemen have a beef promotion program and we feel that the passage 
of H. R. 11330 will greatly accelerate this program. 

For many years other agricultural commodites have had promotional programs 
which have been of great benefit to them and, therefore, the cattlemen of Ala- 
bama desire to promote their industry through this means with their own funds 





Curicaao, Iuu., April 1, 1958. 
Raprorp Hatt, 
Executive Secretary, American National Catilemen’s Association, 
Denver, Colo. 


Dear Rap: Reference is made to H. R. 11330, to be introduced in the House 
of Representatives sometime during mid-April. 

You know, of course, you have my wholehearted personal support and I am 
presently writing the executive committee of the American Shorthorn Breeders’ 
Association to get their permission to draft a letter which you may use if you so 
desire. 

I plan on being in Phoenix, Md., which is near Washington, on Monday, April 
21, and if my personal presence would be of any value, it might be arranged 
provided it is somewhere near the 21st. Please keep me informed since | am 
vitally interested in programs which producers can finance and control themselves 

Sincerely, 
KENNETH R, FULK, 
Secretary, American Shorthorn Breeders’ Association. 


Wituicox, Ariz., March 17, 1958. 
Jack MILBURN, 
President, American National Cattlemen’s Association, 
Denver, Colo. 


Dear Srr: The following resolutions were approved by the members of the 
Cochise-Graham Cattle Growers Association in annual convention March 15, 
1958. 

RESOLUTION NO. 2 


Whereas the livestock industry has been subjected to severe financial strain for 
the last several years, 

Whereas it appears that certain speculators are engaged in large scale foreign 
importations of cattle into the United States of America with the possibility that 
it may again put the livestock industry in a distressed situation: Now be it 

Resolved, That all efforts be made to prevent this situation to exist again, and we 
ask that our congressional delegation favor controls adequate to protect the 
livestock producer. 

RESOLUTION NO. 3 


Whereas United States Senate Bill No. 1176, commonly known as the wilder- 
ness preservation bill is unrealistic, impractical, and against the best interests of 
the livestock industry: Be it there fore 

Resolved, That the Cochise-Graham Cattle Growers Association does hereby 
oppose the passage of United States Senate bill No. 1176. 


RESOLUTION NO. 4 


Whereas the economy of any industry is substantially based upon advertising 
and public appeal of its products, 

Whereas the livestock industry is in dire need of a sound, practical and workable 
method of dispensing of its products: Be it hereby 

Resolved, That the Cochise-Graham Cattle Growers Association does hereby 
etition the congressional delegation representing the State of Arizona to favor the 
vill now before Congress known as the check-off bill for beef promotion. 

Respectfully yours, 
Joe A. CLINTON, 
President, Cochise-Graham Cattle Growers Association. 
Attest: 


Peacn Busenpark, Secretary. 
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Denver, Couo., April 7, 1958. 
Mr. Raprorp 8. Hau, 


Executive Secretary, American National Cattlemen's Association, 801 East 
17th Avenue, Denver, Colo. 

Dear Mr. Hall: It is the consensus of opinion of our membership that this 
association is in favor of a self-help beef promotion program and against any 
Federal aid. 

Sincerely yours, 
CoLoraDO HEREFORD ASSOCIATION, 
By Rurvus B. KLeErn, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 


Mr. Raprorp HALL, 
Washington Hotel, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Hatt: Please be advised that the Fremont County Stockgrowers 
Association has gone on record as favoring the proposed set off or market deduction 
for promotion and research. 

Your efforts in our behalf on this matter will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. W. DrLey, 
President, Fremont County Stockgrowers Association. 


MiamI, Ariz., April 2, 1958. 
Mr. Raprorp 8. HAuLL, 


American National Cattlemen’s Association, 
Denver, Colo. 


Dear Sir: In regards to H. R. 11330, the Gila County cattle Growers Asso- 
ciation is in favor of this legislation; also S. 3538. If you wish I can write to 
Mr. C. M. Mouser on this bill (S. 3538). I havn’t seen Louie Horrell lately but 
I think he will be in Washington for these hearings. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN BEERs, 
Secretary, Gila County Cattle Growers Association. 


Marra, Tex., April 9, 1958. 
Mr. Raprorp 8. HALL, 


Care of Hotel Washington, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Rap: The Highland Hereford Breeders Association requested that I 
write you in regard to the proposed amendment of the Packers and Stockyards 
Act, and to advise you that we are 100 percent in accord to allow voluntary, but 
automatic, deductions at posed markets for sales promotion and research programs. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
HIGHLAND HEREFORD BREEDERS ASSOCIATION, 
By Hayes MItTcHELL. 





Jackson, Wyo., April 9, 1958. 

Mrs. MaBEL Downey, 
Clerk, House Agriculture Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mrs. Downey: At a meeting of the Jackson Hole Cattle & Horse 
Association on April 8, 1958, the bill, H. R. 11330, to amend the Packers and 
Stockyards Act, was discussed. 

Our membership is wholeheartedly in support of this legislation. We believe 
it is our job to promote our product—we do not ask for Government help. We 
submit that under the provisions of this bill only those who believe in this program 
will help pay for it, and we are concerned not at all with its wide general acceptance 
and support from the industry. Certainly stockmen through local, State, regional, 
and their national associations have endorsed this program enough times that 
there is no doubt about its acceptability. 

The bill adequately safeguards and insures grassroot producer control. 
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The following resolution was unanimously adopted at our meeting April 8th: 

‘*Whereas the agricultural economy of Teton County, and the State of Wyoming, 
is largely dependent on livestock production; and 

‘“‘Whereas we note with alarm the increasing competition other kinds of meat 
are giving beef; and 

‘‘Whereas beef is recognized by the medical profession to be the most wholesome, 
good-for-all-ages protein food known to science; and 

‘Whereas the great merits of beef in the diet are not as widely known and 
appreciated as they should be; and 

“Whereas we lbclieve further research will not only serve the public well but 
will redound to our economic benefit; and 

‘‘Whereas it is recognized that these pertinent facts can best be brought to the 
attention of the public through an advertising campaign; and 

‘“‘Whereas the most reasonable way to accomplish these objectives is by the 
enactment of legislation permitting a trivial deduction of a few cents per head of 
all cattle sold to finance this program: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That we endorse i R. 11330 and companion measures and urge 
their favorable consideration by the Congress.” 

Respectfully submitted, 

Puit Lucas, 
President, Jackson Hole Cattle & Horse Association. 


LovuIsviLLE, Ky., April 7, 1958. 
Mr. Raprorp Hatt, 
Executive Secretary, American National Catilemen’s Association, 
Hotel Washington, Washington, D. C. 
Dear Mr. Hatu: Thank you and the national association for the invitation to 
appear in Washington in regards to the meat promotion bills. 
Although we are definitely interested in the outcome of these bills, circumstances 
are such that we will not be able to have a representative present. 
Cordially yours, 
Herscue.t N. Hunt, 
Kentucky Cattlemen’s Association. 


HELENA, Mont., April 2, 1958. 
House AGRICULTURAL COMMITTEE, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: The effectiveness and the necessity of nationwide effort on the 
part of the beef producer directed toward research, education, and promotion has 
been proven as an important part of market stabilization. This can only be suc- 
cessful with broad participation in voluntary financing. Since interpretation of 
present market regulatory obligations under the Packers and Stockyards Act 
has placed an obstacle in creating practical collection methods from those who 
wish to contribute, every cattleman has an interest in the passage of the legis- 
lation before your committee, designed to clarify the right to contribute through 
sales at markets under packers and stockyards regulation. 

The Montana Stockgrowers Association, representing 4,000 cattle producing 
units in our State, has been on record for many years favoring producer partici- 

ation in national beef promotion through contributions made on sales of cattle. 
his has been reaffirmed annually by representative members in convention as 
illustrated by 1957 Resolutions Nos. 2 and 3, attached. 

Our membership has participated with other representative groups in the crea- 
tion and operation of the Montana Beef Council which has been supported by 
contributions on sales since its origin in 1954. This has made possible financial 
support of the National Livestock and Meat Board, the National Beef Council 
and a limited local promotional program. 

To be successful on a national scale every beef producer must be able to con- 
tribute if he wishes to do so. For this reason, we urge your support of this 
legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 


MoNnTANA STOCKGROWERS ASSOCIATION, 
Rautpew Mrracuez, Secretary. 
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RBEsoLutTions PassEpD May 25, 1957, at THE 73D ANNUAL CONVENTION OF THE 
Montana StTockGROWERS AssoctaTION HELD at Butrs, Mon’. 


RESOLUTION NO, 2. COLLECTION OF CONTRIBUTIONS FOR BEEF PROMOTION 


Resolved, That the Montana Stockgrowers Association reaffirm their endorsement 
and approval of the collection of voluntary contributions of 5 cents per head from 
the proceeds of sale of cattle from all consignors at all markets where Montana 
cattle are sold to defray the costs of the beef promotion program and commend 
the livestock markets in Montana for their cooperation in making these collections 
effective. 

RESOLUTION NO. 3. BEEF PROMOTION 


Whereas the Cow Belles, the Montana Beef Council, and the National Beef 
Council are doing an excellent job for the beef industry with the funds available: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Montana Stockgrowers Association fully endorse the work 
of the Cow Belles, the Montana Beef Council, and the National Beef Council, 
and we further urge that all segments of the industry cooperate in securing funds 
in order that the Cow Belles and councils may further expand their work in beef 
promotion. 





THEDFORD, NEBR. 
The Houses AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: As chairman of the Nebraska Beef Council composed of the Ne- 
braska organizations listed on the left-hand margin of this letter, I wish to endorse 
H. R. 11330, a bill to amend the provisions of the Packers and Stockyards Act. 

It is our feeling that we in the livestock industry should have the same rights 
and privileges as our competitors in other food lines now enjoy, that of a deduction 
at the market place for research and promotion of our product. 

Under this bill, if adopted, no moneys will be deducted by a marketing agency 
until a producer-sponsored group presents an approved program of research or 
sales promotion. 

CHESTER PAxTON, 
Chairman, Nebraska Beef Council. 





ReEso.LutTion No. 5, Beer PROMOTION AND RESEARCH 


“Whereas cattle produced by the members of this association ultimately reach 
the consumer market in the form of edible beef and beef products, which fact not 
only justifies, but requires beef cattle producers to be genuinely interested in the 
beef market and all its related problems; and 

‘(Whereas we know that the consumption of beef can be greatly increased by 
truthful and realistic dissemination of the facts about beef from the standpoints 
of health and nutrition; and 

“Whereas adequate financing for research, education, and promotion cam- 
paigns is essential: Therefore be it 

“Resolved, That the New Mexico Cattle Growers endorse and urge the passage 
of H. R. 11330 authorizing a voluntary deduction program at the federally posted 
markets to finance research and sales promotion programs of the beef industry 
provided the bill be amended so that the National Livestock and Meat Board 
become the 1eceiving and administering agency for these funds so that if peti- 
tioned for part or all of the funds may be distributed and used in the States of 
origin.”’ 

Attest: This is a true copy of Resolution No. 5 adopted unanimously during 
the 44th Annual Convention of the New Mexico Cattle Growers Association in 
Albuquerque on March 25, 1958. 


Horace H. Henine, Executive Secretary. 
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STERLING, CoLo., April 5, 1958. 
Raprorp 8S. Hatt, 
Executive Secretary, 
American National Cattlemen’s Association, 
Denver, Colo. 

Dear Stir: This organization favors legislation to amend the Packers and 
Stockyards Act which will allow deductions at posted markets to provide funds 
for promotion and research programs for the livestock industry. 

We urge your support of such legislation and action in our behalf. 

Very truly yours, 
WENDELL Gorr, 
President, Northeastern Colorado Cattlemen’s Association. 


Boisk, Ipano, April 5, 1958. 
Raprorp HAL, 
Executive Secretary, American National Cattlemen’s Association, 
Denver, Colo. 

Dear Rap: We notice H. R. 11330 has been introduced in the House of Rep- 
resentatives by Congressman Poage with hearings scheduled to begin on April 
15, 1958. 

We, as an association, endorse this bill since it will clarify and make possible 
the deduction for moneys to be used for the betterment of our industry spon- 
sored by livestock associations or organizations. It will also make for more 
cooperation between the Department of Agriculture under the Packers and 
Stockyards Act and the livestock producers and processors. 

Yours very truly, 
Leon L. WEEKs, 
Secretary, Idaho Cattlemen’s Association. 


RESOLUTION PASSED AT THE 44TH ANNUAL CONVENTION OF THE IDAHO CATTLE- 
MEN’s ASSOCIATION CONVENTION HELD aT THE Boise Horet, Botse, Ipauno, 
ON Marcu 24-25, 1958 


Whereas the Idaho Cattlemen’s Association recognizes the need for funds to 
carry on beef promotion nationally and locally: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the beef promotion committee be given the authority to establish 
a program asking the next session of the State legislature to enact into law a 
statute whereby up to 5 cents per head be collected at the time of brand inspection 
by the brand department. 

The above to be worked out in particular and presented for final acceptance 
at this years’ fall meeting of the Idaho Cattlemen’s Association. 


Courax, La., April 9, 1958. 
Raprorp S. Hatt, 
Executive Secretary, American National Cattlemen’s Association. 


Dear Srr: It will be impossible for the Louisiana Cattlemen’s Association to 
have a representative in Washington for the hearings on bills pertaining to 
market deductions for promotion and research. 

However, the cattlemen of Louisiana feel that this would be a great step 
forward in helping to make the livestock industry more self-sustaining, therefore 
sincerely endorse H. R. 11330. 

Sincerely yours, 
Louts E. Stevens, 
Executive Secretary, Louisiana Cattlemen’s Association. 


ALLIANCE, NEBR., April 4, 1958. 


To Whom It May Concern: 


In view of proposed congressional legislation to amend the Packers and Stock- 
yards Act to allow for voluntary, but automatic, deductions at posted markets for 
sales promotion and research programs, the following statement is submitted by 
the Nebraska Stock Growers Association: 
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STATEMENT 


Whereas provisions of the Packers and Stockyards Act have retarded volun- 
tary deductions from sale proceeds of livestock at public markets for an effective 
beef promotion program; and 

Whereas 8.3538 is being considered in the United States Senate to permit these 
deductions for the purpose of meat research and promotion; and 

Whereas passage of this bill is vital to an adequately financed meat promo- 
tional program: Therefore 

The executive council and advisory board of the Nebraska Stock Growers 
Association in joint session March 27, 1958, strongly endorses the passage of 8.3538. 


Don B. REYNoLDs, 
President, Nebraska Stock Growers Association. 
Attest: 
Rosert M. Howarp, 
Secretary-Treasurer, Nebraska Stock Growers Association. 


SENTINEL Butte, N. Dax., March 28, 1958. 
Mr. Raprorp Hatt, 
Executive Secretary, ANCA, 
Denver, Colo. 

Dear Mr. Hauu: The North Dakota Cow Belles, being of a mind to promote 
beef, wish to go on record very firmly and emphatically in favor of the passage 
of H. R. 11330. In other words we believe that livestock people should have 
the same privilege of voluntary deductions as the other products of agriculture 
enjoy, such as the citrus growers, etc. 

The Cow Belles, both in State organizations and nationally, have helped a 
great deal in beef promotion without much money. We'd like to see what we 
could do in cooperation with other promotional agencies if we had some finances 
to work with. 


Yours truly, 
Mrs. FRED WosJAHN, 
President, North Dakota Cow Belles. 


Rio BLANCO STOCKGROWERS ASSOCIATION, 
Meeker, Colo., April 8, 1958. 
Mr. Rap HALL, 
Executive Secretary, American National Cattlemen’s Association, 
Denver, Colo. 

Dear Mr. Hatt: In reply to your letter of April 3, 1958, I would like to state 
that the Rio Blanco Cattlemen’s Association unanimously go on record as 
endorsing bill H. R. 11330, and we would appreci ite any help you could give us on 
this legislation. 

Very truly yours, 
HARRY JORDAN, President. 


Urntau CatrLE GroweERS ASSOCIATION, 
Vernal, Utah, April 8, 1958. 
AMERICAN NATIONAL CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION, 
Denver 18, Colo. 
(Attention Mr. Radford 8. Hall, Executive Secretary.) 


Dear Mr. Hatt: At a recent meeting of the Uintah Cattle Growers Associa- 
tion, a motion was made and unanimously passed that we go on record favoring 
the passage of House bill 11330 and the companion Senate bill amending the 
Packers and Stockyards Act so that necessary fees might be collected on cattle 
sold for the advertising and promotion of the beef industry. 

We feel the passage of this bill will be a wonderful help to the industry. 

Very truly yours, 


M. Cuark Feutcnu, President. 
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SANDHILLS CATTLE ASSOCIATION, 


Valentine, Nebr., April 10, 1958. 
Mr. Cotys M. Mouser, 


Clerk, Senate Agriculture Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Movser: The Sandhills Cattle Association of Nebraska wishes 
to go on record as favoring the passage of 8. 3538, a bill to amend the provisions 
of the Packers and Stockyards Act to allow for a market deduction for research 
and sales promotion. 

We feel that the livestock industry should be permitted to make this deduction 
for a self-help program similar to that now in effect by other commodity groups. 
Since we would be spending our own money for research and sales promotion of 
our own product, we should not be prevented from doing so 

Sincerely yours, 
Forrest 8. Lue, President. 


JUNIOR AMERICAN NATIONAL CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION, 
Midland, S. Dak., April 1, 1958. 
Corys M. Mouser, 
Clerk, Senate Agriculture Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Mouser: The Junior American National Cattlemen’s Association 
was organized to foster and promote the livestock industry. This association is 
interested in all legislation that would be to the betterment of the industry and 
encourage self-help programs. We firmly believe that the livestock industry 
should be able to use their own money for the promotion of their product and are 
in favor of this type of legislation. Therefore, the Junior American National 
Cattlemen’s Association supports and endorses 8. 3538 and urge the passage of 
this legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rautpw D. Jonsgs, Presiden. 


14. THe CHECKOFF FOR PROMOTION 


The Utah Cattlemen’s Association again voices its dissatisfaction with the 
action of the Congress in denying the privilege of the 10 cents per head checkoff 
on their own cattle to be used in the promotion of their own products. 

We deplore the activities of certain groups and individuals who without sub- 
stantial interest in the matter took much interest in aiding its defeat. 


Wacnovia Banx & Trust Co., 
Raleigh, N. C., April 11, 1958. 
Mr. Raprorp Hatt, 
Executive Secretary, American National Cattlemen’s Association, 
Washinyton, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Hat: After Mr. Don Bartlett called me earlier this week, I had 
thought we would get our president of the North Carolina Cattlemen’s Association 
to attend the gathering in Washington on April 13, 14, and 15. Mr. Winslow, 
however, had the great misfortune of losing his father by death on the day 
after Mr. Bartlett called. I would have liked very much to attend this hearing 
personally, but because of previously scheduled matters, I cannot get away. 

It seems that very good groundwork has been laid for the establishment of 
national legislation which would permit a nationwide assessment program on 
cattle, hogs, and sheep and I would like to assure you that if such a program is 
finally developed, that we here in North Carolina would cooperate. You are 
familiar with the fact, of course, that we have just passed a referendum in this 
State, whereby we can assess cattle at the rate of 10 cents per head as they are 
sold for slaughter and certainly we would not want to do anything that would 
upset the continuing financial support for the cattle industry in this State. 

Already, we are thinking in terms of a similar program for swine and if our cattle 
program develops as we hope it will, there is no reason why we should not have 
such a program for swine within the next vear or 2 vears at the most. As you 
know, sheep are of no great significance in North Carolina. 
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At a meeting of the executive committee of the North Carolina Cattlemen’s 
Association here last week, it was decided to affiliate the North Carolina Associa- 
tion with the American National and a check will be sent to your home office 
within the next few days. 

Best wishes for a satisfactory session in Washington. 

Very truly yours, 
N. Epmunp Aycock, 
Manager, Agricultural Division. 


Wa.titowa County STockGROWERS ASSOCIATION, 
Enterprise, Oreg., April 7, 1958. 
Mr. Raprorp Haut, 
Secretary, American National Cattlemen’s Association, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Hau: The Wallowa County Stockgrowers Association wishes to go 
on record as favoring H. R. 11330 and 8. 3538, bills to amend the provisions of 
the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921. We are enclosing copies of letters which 
we have sent to our Representatives and Senators in behalf of these bills. 

Very truly yours, 
W. G. BucHanan, President. 


WASHINGTON CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION, 
Ellensburg, Wash., April 11, 1958. 
Mr. Cotys M. Movssr, 
Clerk, Senate Agriculture Committee, 
Senate Office Building,.Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Mouser: The Washington Cattlemen’s Association endorses 
without reservation S. 3538 and the principles and policies contained therein. 

Our members, some 4,000 in all, have firmly rejected Government subsidy 
through an extremely trying period. Now they are asking in unison with live- 
stock people across the Nation for the right to finance their own research and 
promotion programs so that they may keep pace with other industries. 

Sincerely, 
DaveE FostEr, Executive Secretary. 


Tue YAKIMA County CATTLEMEN’s ‘ASSOCIATION, 
Mabton, Wash., April 10, 1958. 
Mr. Cotys M. Moussr, 
Clerk, Senate Agriculture Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Movssr: The Yakima County Cattlemen’s Association gives ful! 
support to legislation encompassed in 8. 3538 and any similar bills. 

The cattle industry has seen fit to carry its own weight without support prices, 
and we still believe this is morally and equitably the best way to do business, and 
is better for our country. We believe in voluntary but automatic deductions at 
posted livestock markets to obtain funds for sales promotion and for research 
programs. 

Yours truly, 
Lyte WANDLING, President. 


Fort Couurins, Coro., April 14, 1958. 
Raprorp S. Hatt, 
Executive Secretary, American National Cattlemen’s Association, 
Washington, D. C.: 
The Larimer County Stockgrowers Association does hereby endorse and 
— passage of H. R. 11317, to amend the provisions of Packers and Stockyards 
ct. 


Grorcs C. WiuuriaMs, Secretary. 
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Dickinson, N. Dak., April 14, 1958. 
Rap Hatt, 
Washington Hotel, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Hau: During the past 2 years at our auction market in Dickinson 
we sold 150,000 cattle for approximately 25,000 consignors here in southwestern 
North Dakota. We have made a beef promotion deduction of 5 cents on each 
head of cattle sold. This deduction is on a voluntary basis and in the past 2 years 
— have been less than a half dozen consignors ask for a refund of this contri- 

ution. 

Here in North Dakota 10 of the leading markets are at present making this 
5 cents per head voluntary deduction on cattle. These 10 markets handle 70 
percent of the cattle sold by auction in this State and the history of refunds at 
the other 9 markets is almost identical with ours. 

We strongly feel that the producers should have a hand in building a market 
for their product and our dealings with our many producer customers indicate 
to us that they are almost 100 percent in favor of a market checkoff system for 
beef promotion. 

RAYMOND SCHNELL, 
President, North Dakota Livestock Auction Markets Association; Manager, 
Schnell Livestock Auction Market. 


DeNvER, Coto., April 14, 1958. 
Raprorp Hatt, 
Executive Secretary, American National Cattlemen’s Association, 
Washington Hotel, Washington, D. C 
Colorado Cattle Feeders Association is strongly in favor of permissive legislation 
as outlined in H. R. 11330 and Senate bill 3538. Appreciate your notifying the 
committee and our congressional delegation as well as other Congressmen of this 
fact. 
CoLoRaDO CaTTLE FEEDERS ASSOCIATION. 


TrinipaD, Coo., April 4, 1958. 
Re H. R. bill 11330. 
Mr. Raprorp Hatt, 
Executive Secretary, American National Cattlemen’s Association, 
Denver, Colo. 


Dear Rap: This association will go along with H. R. 11330 to amend that 
section of the Packers and Stockyards Act by adding section 318 that would allow 
a voluntary deduction at posted markets for the sales promotion and research 
programs. However, we are of the opinion that this act if passed will make 
a collecting agency out of every sales ring and commission agency in the country 
and involve a lot of bookkeeping on their part of this act. 

Sincerely yours, 
Harry L. Berrne, Secretary, 
Southern Colorado Livestock Association. 


Cotoravo Sprines, Couo., April 13, 1958. 
To the Congress of the United States. 

GENTLEMEN: I am Mrs. Ida Mae Atchison, Route 3, Colorado Springs, Colo. 
My husband and I own and operate a 12,000-acre ranch located 60 miles south- 
east of Denver, Colo., where we raise registered Hereford cattle. 

For the past 3 years I have been secretary-treasurer of the Colorado Hereford 
Association. I gave up that office in January of this year that I might devote 
my efforts to my present office as secretary-treasurer of the American National 
Cow Belles, an auxiliary of the American National Cattlemen’s Association. 

As an organization, the American National Cow Belles are devoted to a beef 
promotion program, which has become increasingly important and necessary to 
the cattle industry. 

Bill H. R. 11330, which if passed will clear the way for our industry to help 
themselves in a program of stabilization for the industry and education for the 
health of America, is now up for your consideration. 
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As an active and deeply interested member of the cattle industry, I respect- 
fully urge your favorable action on this bill and your affirmative vote for its 
passage. 


Respectfully yours, 
Mrs. A. P. Arcurson. 


Coxrorapo Sprinas, Coro., April 13, 1958. 
To Whom It May Concern: 


I am Alfred P. Atchison, Route 3, Colorado Springs, Colo. I own and operate 
the Pine Cone Ranch 20 miles northeast of Colorado Springs, where we raise 
registered Hereford cattle. 


I am immediate past president of the Colorado Hereford Association, an office 


which I held for 3 consecutive years—and I might say they were tough years for 
the cattle industry. 


In addition to the low prices being received for our cattle, we in most parts of 
Colorado were going through a 6- to 7-year cycle of extreme drought and were 
forced to spend unprecedented amounts of money for extra feed to carry our herds 
through. 


In these years, in many conversations with many cattlemen, who as an industry 
have pledged themselves to self-help for their industry, the feeling is that we 
should have an amendment to the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921, to entitle 
us to help ourselves as set forth in bill H. R. 11330. 

As this is a vital need of the cattle industry, I ask that you give favorable action 
to this bill and vote “‘Yes”’ for its passage. 

Respectfully yours, 
ALFRED P. ATcHIsoN. 

Mr. Ham. That concludes my statement. 

Senator Munpt. Mr. Dressler? 


STATEMENT OF FRED H. DRESSLER, AMERICAN NATIONAL 
CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION, GARDNERVILLE, NEV. 


Mr. Dressuter. Senator Mundt, members of the committee, I am 
Fred H. Dressler of Gardnerville, Nev., a cattleman. I operate 
ranches in Nevada and also some in California. I came into the 
ranching business in my position as third generation on the property 
that I am operating. It so happens I never moved out of the house I 
was born in. 

So I think that we are pretty well entrenched in the cattle business, 
and before I go too far in it, I want to say that we are sincere from out 
there in Nevada, that we would like to have a self- help program. And 
by the enactment and passage of this act, it will give us that oppor- 
tunity. 

We see great advantages in being able to put on promotion and 
research and education which will help us dispose of our product, and 
we think we are capable of handling those kinds of programs. In 
fact, I am not afraid of the program because, as was brought out here 
awhile ago, if we don’t like it, we can stop it. 

There was some apprehension on the part of some people and there 
was a question of what are we going to do with all these so-called 
millions of dollars we are going to raise. When I as an individual see 
the point rising where we are in danger of having too much money 
and I know there are other people just like me, all we do is quit 
paying in. So it is a safe deal. 

The situation has arisen by reason of familiarity with our neighbor- 
ing State, the State of California, which has passed legislation in 
their own State to set up the mechanics for collection, but they have 
run up against the Packers and Stockyards Act which has impeded 








22 MEAT PROMOTION PROGRAMS 


the progress that they would have made and could have made by now 
because of this present impediment in the Packers and Stockyards 
Act, and this act simply removes that impediment. 

I don’t want to take up a great deal of your time. I am, like I say, 
thoroughly in favor of this bill and I know I have got a lot of people 
back in my territory that feel the same way that Ido. We have a lot 
of gentlemen here who can go into this thing and give you a lot more 
detail, so at this point I will stop. 

Senator Munpt. Thank you. 

Mr. Jay Taylor? 


STATEMENT OF JAY TAYLOR, AMARILLO, TEX. 


Mr. Taytor. Thank you, Senator. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Taytor. Senator Hickenlooper, I am glad to appear before 
your committee again. I have always found this committee sympa- 
thetic to this problem and I feel we have a place where we can be 
heard. 

Mr. Holbert called about 100 men to Washington. I don’t know 
how many he asked but 100 men showed up, producers of livesteck. 
We met up in the hotel room the other night and we were worried 
about the meat board accusation that we were going to do some harm 
to the meat board, and that group unanimously passed this resolution 
which I would like to read: 

Because if has been charged that this proposed legislation will be detrimental 
to the future of the National Livestock and Meat Board, we, the National Meat 
Promotion Board, reaffirm our position that we are strong supporters of the 
board. We believe in its functions and its accomplishments. We want to see it 
continue its effective work and we in no way feel that this legislation adversely 
affects its existence. 

Now I am a rancher from Texas. I also ranch in New Mexico. 
I farm, raise hogs, south of Amarillo. And I have been a member 
of the meat board for 20 years. 

When I first went on the board, it had a budget of $160,000 for 
cattle. Think of it. One agency was supposed to promote beef in 
America with $180,000 to do the job with. And I devoted what 
talents and time I had to helping get more appropriations. 

Last year the meat board had over a million dollars of which well 
over half was donated and contributed by livestock producers. And 
the idea that some groups have said here that the meat board is not 

roducer-controlled is not right, because 16 of the 30 directors are 
fivestock producers. 

It is true that it is supported by the packers. They match in 
funds, and many of the livestock associations donate money to the 
meat board. But primarily it gets, as it should, its principal money 
from producers. 

You asked what we are going to do with the money, and that, I 
think, is the real question. 

In the 20 years that I have been a member of this meat board, we 
have farmed out many, many problems to the colleges of America. 
Your college, Senator Hickenlooper, has done a great job; and yours, 
Senator Mundt, has had some of these projects, and various other 
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institutes, the Rush Memorial Institute, and we found startling 
things that happen to people who don’t eat meat. 

We are the first ones, if you remember, to find out that liver was 
good for you. We gave it to the dog until the meat board found it 
cured anemia, and that was the first big thing we did. 

We found out that a hundred medicines now on the market or more, 
over a hundred medicines get their origin from livestock. It takes 
25,000 cattle to produce 1 pound of insulin, and insulin is about the 
only thing that is any good for diabetics. 

There must be many, many more uses for cattle than this. We 
found that lard would cure eczema. We took babies with sores all 
over them who would come into our clinic with blood in their finger- 
nails from scratching, and we fed those babies 1 tablespoon of just 
common old hog lard a day and cured up over 80 percent of them. 

And bow many people know that? How many mothers in America 
know that they can feed their babies lard? 

Why, if that was known, if we had the money to really get on TV 
like Generel Motors or somebody, or cigarettes, every time a baby had 
one little lump on her, that mom would go down and buy some lard 
and feed it to that baby, wouldn’t she? 

And I say it is a great field, and yet it has been pushed aside simply 
because we have not told the story. 

Now, nutrition. 

We found out that a great many of the cleft palates in children, a 
great many of the abnormalities of babies, babies born with heads 
without brains in them, with harelips, cleft palates, and things, can 
be corrected with nutrition with good protein in the diet of that mother 
when she is carrying that baby. 

Those are the things that the American Medical Association pub- 
lished pamphlets on. These are facts that have never gotten out to 
the people. 

Teen-age girls of America are the most undernourished group that 
we have, the future mothers of our country, and they don’t even eat 
the right food. You know the story of the draft. Why were so many 
men unable to get in? 

Simply because they hadn’t had the right food, in many cases. 
So, we want to tell that story with this money and our own money. 
We want to make every housewife in America, every bride that gets 
married, we want to have an organization that will tell her these 
things, tell her the truth about meat and what it does for her. 

That is what we want to spend our money for. And I think we can 
do it intelligently and honestly. If we don’t, our program would be 
no good. 

We have done it in a small way, but, certainly, we have not touched 
the surface. But we are at the crossroads here. We are being be- 
sieged with all kinds of other substitutes, and we have got anti- 
biotics. We have got tenderization. We have got everything, and 
integration coming on us, and if we don’t do a job of advertising and 
promotion and education for our product, I think you will see more 
and more of the livestock people in this country with less and less 
income. 

Now, that is an ambitious program, but, certainly, it is an honest 
one, and, if you pass this bill, give us the money, our own money, 
to spend in this type of program, I think we can prove that all the 
things that I have told you are true. 
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Senator Munprt. That is a very interesting and inspiring report, 
Mr. Taylor, of what has been done in a small way. Perhaps Senator 
Hickenlooper, who suggested that we go into this matter of how the 
money is to be spent, would like to ask some questions along this line 
and develop it further. 

Senator HickENLoorER. Well, my suggestion was to put it in the 
record. 

Mr. Taytor. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hicken.Loopsr. Personally, I had some inkling, as you 
know, of how some of these proposals would be carried out. I think, 
if you can put them in the record, it is better to make a record. 

Mr. Taytor. Yes, sir. 

Senator HickENLoorEeR. I understand that you feel that the 
Packers and Stockyards Act prohibits—its prohibition is a sub- 
stantial and controlling impediment in this matter. 

Mr. Taytor. Yes, sir; it is, Senator. I own an auction sale 

Senator Hickentoorer. There is nothing that prevents you 
gentlemen from contributing your money to any organization you 
want to. 

Mr. Taytor. That is right. 

Senator HickENLoopER. If you care to, you do. But your point 
is that, if this impediment were removed from the Packers and Stock- 
yards Act, there would automatically be a large volume of money 
avilable. 

Mr. Taytor. Yes, sir; we can do then like the Cotton Council, 
like the wheat people, the orange people, all of the others: like they 
do. We are the only commodity that has this prohibition against us, 
that we can’t spend our own money. 

There never would have been a National Cotton Council, I suppose, 
and many of those other things, if they had had this prohibition. 

I own an auction sale at Amarillo, and we take off 2 cents a head on 
every animal we sell, which amounts to—if we sell 400,000 cattle a 
year, that is $8,000 a year we give to the meat board. We have done 
it for years. We have never had a farmer or rancher come in and 
sign a release for that, and we never had one ask for his 2 cents a head 
back. 

Now, cattle come into our yard all hours of the day or night, and, to 
live under this present bill that we are asking to be amended, that 
farmer would have to give our man at the yards a letter saying, 
“Take out this 2 cents a head.’”’ You just can’t operate it. It just 
isn’t that kind of an operation. Times have changed, and the stock- 
yard people that objected to this thing, the commission firms, they 
are not talking for me. I own acommission firm. I am president of 
a commission firm that operates in central yard, and we will certainly 
take out 10 cents a head or 5 cents a head or any amount that that 
producer wants us to take out. And we will take it out of our auction 
sale. 

I realize that the commission firms are hard up, and I realize that 
they are not, maybe, sold as they should be, but they are working for 
us. They never had a dollar in their lives that didn’t come off the 
backs of cattlemen and hog men and men like you have here, and I 
don’t think it is becoming of them to say they won’t join the producer 
in any program that he wants to help his business. 
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Senator Munpt. Ultimately, they will benefit from it, too, won’t 
they? 

Mr. Taytor. Of course, they will. 

Senator Munpr. Senator? 

Senator HickENLooper. No, thank you. 

Senator Munpr. That is all, Mr. Taylor. 

Mr. Taytor. Thank you. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Holbert, will you tell us who is going to be 
heard next? 

Mr. Hoxserrt. Let us have the National Swine Growers Council. 
I have a list for you, Senator. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Nance, Mr. Smith, Mr. Wingert, Mr. Rankin, 
and Mr. Hanna. 

Will you take seats at the table. We will take you right down the 
table starting with this good-looking young man at the head. 

Will you identify yourself and give us your title. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES NANCE, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
SWINE GROWERS COUNCIL, ALAMO, TENN. 


Mr. Nance. My name is Jim Nance. I am president of the Na- 
tional Swine Growers Council, also president of the American Hamp- 
shire Breeders Association. Ours is a council composed of 30 affiliated 
State swine organizations. These 30 States produce approximately 95 
percent of the hogs that are grown in this Nation. 

These States and our council have endorsed this bill and this effort, 
this type program, and we feel that it is taking nothing from any 
organization that is now in existence, including the Meat Board. 

There are certain things that the producers of this country would 
like to do for themselves that are not being done and probably cannot 
be done by existing organizations. And all we would like is the right 
to try to use our money in the promotion and education of the product 
that we have to merchandise and the product in which we make our 
money. 

We feel like it has been stated before by Mr. Holbert and others that 
it is just a question, and that is all, of amending this act so that we 
might have that right. The bill, as I interpret it, creates nothing, 
legislates nothing other than it removes the restriction that is peculiar 
to us. 

It is pretty hard for us, the swine producers, to see why any other 
producer organizations in the country particularly should object to 
us having the same right, constitutional right, as other commodities 
do have. 

I have with me here today, and in order to be brief I would like to 
file, a short statement, if it is agreeable with you. 

Senator Munpr. We will be happy to have it in the record at this 
point if you have it available. 

Mr. Nance. I don’t have it right now. I will give it to you later. 
I will file that statement, and that is as far as I will go unless you 
have some question that you would like to ask me—except that I 
would like to say that in this effort we have found among the livestock 
people a spirit of cooperation that we did not dream might exist 
between the swine people, the cattle people, and the sheep people. 
We find that we have common problems and when we get right down 
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to it, we are pretty closely allied all the way through. So it is a con- 
certed, cooperative effort among the three species of red meats. 

Senator Munpr. I don’t know too much about the conflict of 
interests between the cattlemen and the hogmen, but if you have been 
able to get the sheepmen and the cattlemen together, you have done 
a great job. ([Laughter.] 

Historically in my State that has been a problem. 

I would just like to ask one question. Let me ask you if avy of 
your State swine councils have undertaken any program like they 
have done State by State in certain States in the Beef Council to try 
to do this thing on your own regardless of law? 

Mr. Nance. Only one State, the State of Illinois. It is a new 
program that has been in operation less than 3 months. 

I would like to point out—— 

Senator Munpr. It does show the growing pressure for this kind of 
program. 

Mr. Nance. I would like to point this out, if I might. The States, 
if they are not allowed this type of legislation, are going to take the 
State route and immediately when they do, somebody is going to 
either have to let it stay wide open or call their hand. And if they 
pass this type legislation, I think it will stop that effort, and I would 
say that effort is pretty strongly—in other words, let us put it this 
way. When this legislation, this type legislation, was first presented, 
if it had been enacted at that time, I feel reasonably sure that we 
would not have had these State laws that we do have now. 

Senator Munpr. Thank you very much. We will be glad to hear 
from whoever else on your committee desires to be heard. 

Mr. Nance. We have Mr. Gene Smith from Missouri. 

Senator Munpr. May I say, Mr. Smith, that Senator Symington 
told me at the meeting this morning that he was very much interested 
in this legislation and wanted to be heard. He has a conflicting 
committee assignment, so I suggest you supplement what you say 
here by saying it personally to Senator Symington before you leave 
the city. 

Mr. Samira. I will. 

Senator Munpr. Gratuitously I would add Senator Hennings, too, 
so you can have them both apprised of your position. 


STATEMENT OF ‘-W. E. SMITH, PRESIDENT, MISSOURI SWINE 
PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION, NELSON, MO. 


Mr. Smiru. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
W. E. Smith of Nelson, Mo. I am president of the Missouri Swine 
Producers Association ; past president of the Missouri Spotted Poland 
China Association; a director of the Department of State of Missouri 
on the National Swine Council. 

Mr. Chairman, to make my statement brief, because we don’t 
want to take up too much time, I would like to file this brief statement 
I have prepared in support of this legislation on behalf of the swine 
producers of the State of Missouri and I would like to add that our 
association composed of the commercial and purebred breeders of 
swine in Missouri, wholeheartedly endorse the stand that our national 
association is taking and we support this legislation 100 percent. 

Senator Munpr. Thank you, Mr. Smith. Your statement will 
be printed in the record at this point. 
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(The document referred to is as follows:) 


I am W. E. Smith of Nelson, Mo., purebred swine breeder; past president of 
the Missouri Spotted Poland China Association; a director from Missouri on the 
National Swine Council and president of the Missouri Swine Producers Associ- 
ation. Our association represents both the commercial and the purebred swine 
producers of Missouri. 

Our association is 100 percent for the legislation now under consideration for 
amending the Packers and Stockyard Act, 1921, as amended (7 U. 8. C. 181). 

The red-meat industry is at the most critical period of its history. Without 
finances to conduct the necessary research for improvement in production within 
the industry; to promote the additional educational and promotional programs, 
which will be of value from the standpoint of both the producer and the con- 
sumer; and to promote meat and meat products, we have almost reached the 
point of no return, The future of our industry is at stake. The corrective 
measure provided for in this legislation will enable the producers of cattle, swine, 
and sheep to provide the necessary finances by utilizing their own money to 
carry the red-meat industry through this period of crisis. 

The Missouri Swine Producers Association thanks you for this opportunity of 
expressing their views and urgently request your careful and favorable consider- 
ation of this legislation. 

Thank you very much. 


Mr. Smita. Thank you. 
Mr. Nance. I believe we have Mr. Wingert from Iowa. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD WINGERT, IOWA SWINE PRODUCERS 
ASSOCIATION, LA PORTE CITY, IOWA 


Mr. Winaert. At this time I would like to shake hands with my 
Senator, Senator Hickenlooper, whom I haven’t been able to catch 
up with since I have been here. 

I am Harold Wingert, general farmer and swine producer in Iowa. 

I am a director of the Iowa Swine Producers Association, the lowa 
Swine Improvement Association, and a director of the Benton County 
Swine Association. 
_ I would like to follow the pattern set by my neighbor here, Mr. 
Smith, in endorsing wholeheartedly on behalf of the State associations 
that I represent, the stand that the National Swine Council has taken 
on this voluntary deduction legislation. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Munpr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. WinGerr. Here is my statement. 

Senator Munpr. By that I presume you favor S. 3538 as printed. 

Mr. Wincert. That is correct. 

Senator Munpr. Thank you. 

(Mr. Wingert’s prepared statement is as follows: 

I am Harold Wingert, general farmer and swine producer. I am a director of 
the Iowa Swine Producers Association and the Benton County Swine Association. 

Gentlemen, in asking for your support of S. 3538, the bill that would amend the 
Packers and Stockyards Act, I am asking you to support legislation that will 
enable the red-meat industry to finance a self-help program of quality improvement 
in the product produced, more research and legislation for disease control, promo- 
tion of more consumption of high quality pork and other red meats at home and 
abroad, and in the case of hogs, more uniform production and marketing through- 
out the year. This will level out much of the seasonal and cyclical ups and downs 
of supplies on the market and the accompanying greater fluctuations of prices to 
producers. 

Enactment of the bill would give the livestock producer of the United States 
the right to collect a uniform checkoff on a voluntary basis to finance an educational 
and promotional and marketing program such as producers of other agricultural 
products now have. 
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Such a program would help a great deal to place the livestock industry on a 
more sound basis in our economy. 

Senator Munpr. Next man. 

Mr. Nance. The next gentleman we have is, I guess, a Mr. Rankin 
from out in Ohio. 


STATEMENT OF A. R. RANKIN, PRESIDENT, OHIO COMMERCIAL 
SWINE PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON COURT HOUSE, 
OHIO 


Mr. Rankin. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am a rancher from 
route 3, Washington Court House, Ohio, and president of the Ohio 
Commercial Swine Producers Association. 

Senator HickENLoopER. That is where my grandfather came from, 
Washington Court House, Ohio. 

Mr. Rankin. My family and I operate a 183-acre livestock farm 
in Fayette County, Ohio. We produce 400 hogs, 100 lambs, and 10 
beef cattle annually. 

I am an advisory board member of the Producers Livestock Associa- 
tion, Washington Court House Market, and am affiliated with other 
farmer livestock groups. As president, | represent the Ohio Com- 
merical Swine Producers Association before the Agricultural 
Committees of Congress to advocate passage of S. 3538. 

Our membership wants the right to use voluntary deductions at 
the market place to finance research and sales promotion. 

We ask for the same rights enjoyed by other agricultural com- 
modity groups to finance a self-help program. 

Our main interest is to advance the production and marketing of 
more and better meat for more people. 

We are not asking for Government handouts. 

I have the endorsements of several county livestock associations of 
Ohio for passage of the bill. 

Senator Munpr. Thank you. 

Next? 

Mr. Nance. The next gentleman we have is Ralph Bishop of 
Indiana. 


STATEMENT OF J. W. RALPH BISHOP, SECRETARY, INDIANA 
SWINE BREEDERS ASSOCIATION, ATLANTA, IND. 


Mr. Bisuor. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
J. W. Ralph Bishop, of Atlanta, Ind. 

I raise 500 to 600 head of hogs a year and am past president of 
the Indiana Swine Breeders Association. I am on the board of the 
Indiana Swine Evaluation Station and, at the present time, I am 
secretary of the Indiana Swine Breeders Association, which represents 
nine purebred breeds of swine. 

On behalf of the Indiana swine breeders, I wish to take this oppor- 
tunity to thank you for the privilege of expressing some of these 
desires to do something for ourselves, and we would like to endorse 
Mr. Nance’s statement of the National Swine Growers Council. 

To save time, we would like to file our statement. 

Senator Munpr. It will be printed in the record at this point. 
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(The document referred to is as follows:) 

I am J. W. Ralph Bishop, Atlanta, Ind. I raise 500 to 600 head of hogs a 
year, and am secretary of the Indiana Swine Breeders Association. 

On behalf of the Indiana swine breeders I wish to take this opportunity to 
thank you for the privilege of expressing some of these desires to do something 
for themselves. 

We firmly believe the American livestock farmer is the greatest producer in 
the world, but many things need to be done in the merchandising of his produets, 
both at home and abroad. 

Livestock producers need this amendment to further the merchandising of their 
product for research in human health through eating red meat. Also the various 
groups doing work of marketing, boar testing stations, exports, and disease 
eradication. All these are producer problems. 

We just want the right to finance these programs for ourselves. 

The Indianz swine producers feel that our representatives in Washington were 
misinformed on the workings and the need for this bill in 1957. 

Mr. Nance. The next gentleman we have—and the last one—is 
Mr. Lloyd Hanna, Land of Lincoln Purebred Livestock Breeders 
Association. 


STATEMENT OF LLOYD HANNA, PRESIDENT, LAND OF LINCOLN 
PUREBRED LIVESTOCK BREEDERS ASSOCIATION, FARMERS- 
VILLE, ILL. 


Mr. Hanna. I am Llovd Hanna from Illinois, president of the 
Illinois Land of Lincoln Breeders Association. 

This association is unique because it is made up of about 50 breeds 
of purebred livestock in the State of Illinois. in a very tangible way, 
we want to contribute to the advancement of animal agriculture. 

We endorse the Swine Council in this effort to get this piece of 
legislation passed. 

Our opposition repeatedly tells us that the National Livestock 
and Meat Board is doing an adequate job in merchandizing our 
meat, but, gentlemen, there is much more to be done to merchandise 
our meat. 

In our area in the Corn Belt in these last few months, three learned 
men have made these statements: 

Dr. Emerson, from the State of Iowa, said that there was appro- 
priated there $30,000 for research in artificial insemination of swine. 
That only opened the door to that great field where some day the swine 
men could enjoy the results of having our female swine inoculated, 

few days later mated, and our pigs would all arrive at the one 
particular time. 

That is only one piece of research. 

We could enjoy the same thing as the poultrymen do: Our pigs 
arriving in 1 day. 

Dr. Stanley Terrill of Iowa State College of Agriculture told me 
last week that he could not do what should be done for the swine 
growers of Illinois where feed conversion was concerned. In our State 
it is costing us $4.10 for every citizen to run our college now. We swine 
growers and livestock men would like to underwrite more than this 
research. 

Dr. Harold Halcrow of our college of agriculture listed the three 
major farm problems--low-income farmers, distribution, and products. 

The great problem is the product itself, and very little has been 
done throughout the Corn Belt on this product as far as our college 
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is concerned. Some question is now being pointed toward improving 
the product called pork in packing and distribution and so forth. 

I go along with these learned men as they travel across the Corn 
Belt telling us farmers the things we should do to help ourselves. 
Not 1 of these 3 men mentioned advertising our products. They 
were more concerned about research back home in getting a decent 
product that would be presentable to the buying public. 

_ Also, in my State, are 200,000 Farm Bureau members. This 
situation happened: 

_ In December of 1955, when livestock prices were at a very low ebb, 
it woke them up to the point where they thought they must do 
something. They organized a promotion program. They solicited 
some money in 1956, $65,000. This is what happened to that $65,000 
that was solicited in 61 counties: 

It went toward selling eggs and dairy products in February of 
1957 because we livestock men experienced low prices in December 
of 1955. They claimed to be the custodians, the watchdog of the 
National Livestock and Meat Board, and they operated about 2 
years after we experienced that decline in prices. 

Another example that I want to use, and then I will close: 

Just recently, on March 28, in the Corn Felt Daily was published 
the fact that the recent outbreak of foot-and-mouth disease in Eng- 
land was caused by imports of meat from Argentina. The sad thing 
about the situation was that England could not get meat from any 
other source. So, they are going to have to put up with that. 

Who are the people who watched our meat products and didn’t 
walk in and take advantage of an opportunity like that? 

Do the Fritish people believe that that is their only source of meat? 

Somebody is supposedly watching our meat and missed an oppor- 
tunity. 

One question that I want to answer for you, Mr. Mundt, that you 
asked Mr. Holbert. That is: Do we ask that the Government or 
Congress set up machinery to finance or operate our program? 

We will tackle that job and we will wrestle with it and set up the 
machinery. All we are asking for is a key to open the door to that 
great opportunity of research and promotion and distribution of our 
products. That is really the question. 

Senator Munpr. You made a very interesting statement. 

As I understand it, you envision the distribution and use of these 
funds not primarily as an advertising and selling campaign but im- 
provement of the product and the promotion of the entire red meat 
industry. 

Is that right? 

Mr. Hanna. Yes; colleges in the Corn Belt want more money to 
do research work. The feed companies are about the only ones that 
are underwriting those programs now. We livestock men want to 
pay our way, and we are willing to underwrite that research. 

Senator Munpr. Any questions, Senator? 

Senator HickeNLooper. Well, I think for the record here we ought 
to explore at least the preliminary or potential type of organization. 

Wro is going to receive this money and who will expend it? What 
will be the mechanics, the machinery of that? 

That may be a pretty big order at this particular moment. The 
details may not be completely crystallized, but I think it would be 
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helpful if we had something in the record of what your thinking is— 
any of you gentlemen that are familiar with that. 

How is that going to be rag menor What kind of an organi- 
zation? What organizations are going to get together? Are you 
going to have conflicts among various groups of livestock people which 
will be difficult? 

Mr. Nance. Let me say this: that we feel that if the livestock people 
are not smart enough to set up a program that will work, we have no 
business with this program anyway; and I think that is pretty well the 
feeling of everyone here. 

Now, I may be speaking a little out of turn. If I am, someone can 
correct me a little bit later. All I think we are asking right here—and 
[ think you have raised a point that is a part of the controversy as far 
as the opposition is concerned—— 

Senator HicKENLooPER. I don’t raise it as a matter of opposition. 
I raise it as a practical matter. I think it is only a practical question 
to say how you are going to implement this. I would like to know. 
I mean, I am not raising the matter as a matter of objection at all. 
But it is an integrated—— 

Mr. Nance. | understand that, but so far as the opposition, I 
didn’t mean to say you are opposing it in any way. I meant it is a 
question that would be raised by the opposition and I think it is well 
that you brought it up. 

Senator HickENLoopPER. I don’t know. 

If 1 were in the forefront of promoting this as a stockraiser, I would 
want to know what the program, potential program is, some outline 
of it or some proposals. 

I think if a man is going to start a business, he should have some 
preliminary view as to what that business is, how it is going to work. 

Mr. Nance. Mr. Holbert, would you like to answer that? 

Senator Munpr. In other words, I think that Mr. Hickenlooper 
raises a very appropriate question. 

Suppose this bill were passed yesterday and we are meeting here 
now the day after the bill has been passed, and we are going to get the 
money. 

How are we going to handle it? 

Senator HickENLoopeR. May I go astep further? This matter of 
legislative mechanics, if this matter comes up for further considera- 
tion, let us sav by the Congress, those questions are going to be asked 
and if there isn’t some reasonable answer in the record, if there isn’t 
something that you can say about it—all of you have had experience 
with legislative matters and you know it doesn’t help things if you 
don’t have some answers at the time the questions are asked. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Holbert? 

Mr. Hotserr. Mr. Chairman, how well I realize that Senator 
Hickenlooper asked that question to help us, and I recognize that that 
is a problem. I think I answered that question to the best of my 
ability, and also with the authority of this group. 

My answer to that, Senator Hickenlooper, was simply this, that 
other agriculture commodities have set up their own organizations, 
have developed their own programs. And I feel while we are not 
superior to other groups, I think we have equal ability and equal 
capability to set up our program and to work out a program that will 
be beneficial to the livestock industry. 
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As I see the present bill, it does not ask—and I know I am green 
about this—but it does not ask for an appropriation. It only allows 
us to do what other commodities now have the right to do. And I 
am very sure that no Senator in the Senate would not intentionally 
give us the same rights and the same privilege of other agricultural 
groups. 

I furthermore said that I don’t think any group in agriculture in 
America has proven better the right to determine their own program 
and have the ability to run their own business better than the livestock 
industry of this country. We have never asked for a Government 
subsidy. We do not want it. We want to run our own program. We 
are asking just for the right to develop an organization. 

Now, in the State of Towa thev have a compulsory checkoff per dairy 
for 1 or 2 months of the vear. Now, if this was a compulsory checkoff, 
I would say definitely that we would have to present what we were 
going to do with the money, or at least in outline what we were going 
to do with the money, and the organization that was going to handle it. 
But this is a voluntary checkoff inasmuch as a man does not have to go 
along if he doesn’t want to go along. It seemed to me, and we have 
wrestled with it—the Senator knows I have wrestled with this. This 
group has wrestled with it. But it seemed to me it would be very easy 
for us—we have plenty of ability here to set up an organization, bring 
in 2 complete outline of what we were going to do, how we were going 
to spend the money, and everything, but we would be not only com- 
mitting ourselves to an imaginary program. If vou would approve 
such a program, it would seem to me you would be committing your- 
selves to approve that as lawmakers of this country. 

Mr. Tayior. Senator Mundt, I can tell you what we propose to do 
in Texas, what we think we would do. 

The first money we get goes to the meat board. We are now giving 
2 cents a head plus 1 cent on every head of cattle we own. We prob- 
ably would increase that considerably, that donation to the meat 
board. 

Then the next part of the money we put in our own Texas Beef 
Council which is the going concern which has done quite a lot of work 
in Texas. And then the remainder of it we put in the National Beef 
Council and that would be used on the national programs. 

I can’t see that as far as Texas is concerned we would need to have 
one additional single organization other than that which is already 
existing. Our meat promotion board would have a place in this to 
coordinate all of these agencies—the very thing happening that we 
have been charged with, which is cost-bucking one another. But | 
have no reason in the world to fear whether the board promotes meat 
or sheep. 

I think it is fine just so we eat meat. Wehavegota job in this country 
to eat more meat. We have got a story to tell, whether it is meat or 
pork or lamb, to help the ranchers in this country. 

We already know—the vice president of the Texas Cattle Raisers is 
here, and the Texas Beef Council, and the general counsel. 

We know in Texas what we will do. I assume the other States have 
somewhat the same idea. 

Mr. Hanna. We already have the checkoff program going at 3 cents 
a head on swine. It is a very simple little application that reads, 
“Until further notice, I, the undersigned, agree to hold 3 cents from 
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my receipt of sales’’—and so forth. Our purposes are listed there so 
the shipper knows. 

We circulated 2 million of these and we haven’t had anyone turn 
them down. It is a matter of education. How much time can I leave 
my farm to go down the road and talk to farmers and circulate these 
things? 

We have no funds. We have nothing. We donate our time, but 
this is growing in Illinois and it is meeting a real good reception. 

Senator Munopr. It looks like a very brief document. Would you 
like to make that part of the record? 

Mr. Hanna. Yes, I would, and also as a representative of the 
“Land of Lincoln” Pure Bred Livestock Breeders‘ Association I have 
this little thing. This is our objective. I would like to submit that. 

Senator Munpr. That will be made a part of the record, along with 
the notice. 

(The documents referred to are as follows:) 


“LAND OF LINCOLN” PUREBRED LIVESTOCK BREEDERS’ ASSOCIATION 


An Association Representing All Breeds of Purebred Livestock in the State of 
Illinois 


(Seal) 
OBJECTIVES 


The objectives of this organization are: 

1. To stimulate and encourage better breeding of livestock in the State of 
Tilinois. 

2. To study and encourage the adoption of the best methods for marketing 
purebred livestock. 

3. To foster social interest among breeders and breed associations. 

4. To assist the colleges of agriculture and college of veterinary medicine at 
the University of Illinois. 

5. To support the management of the Illinois State Fair in keeping it the best 
of all State fairs. 

In 1955 this association changed its name from “Illinois” to ‘““Land of Lincoln 
Purebred Breeders Association.’’ Why—because Illinois is the Land of Lincoln. 
Lincoln was 21 years of age when his father moved to Illinois. Here in the fertile 
prairie of Iflinois, Abraham Lincoln hunted, fished, split rails, tilled the soil, har- 
vested grain, became a member of the State militia, was appointed postmaster, 
had business failures, studied law and was elected to the Illinois Legislature. 
No doubt his associates and the rich environment in which he lived influenced 
the development of the talents of this great Illinoisan. Here in Illinois was de- 
veloped a debater and speaker whose speeches are classed with the gems of the 
ages. It is difficult to understand how a man with a meager education could 
achieve such eminence. For years the world over, mankind recognized Lincoln 
as the greatest American. His greatest asset was his unyielding devotion to a 
principle and his patience to prove its merits. Honest Abe, a name nationally 
known and the first Illinoisan to be President of the United States. His life and 
works are Illinois’ greatest inheritance. Let’s keep our friends, neighbors, and 
tourists informed that this is the Land of Lincoln to honor this great Illinoisan 
and American. This association recommends that signs be posted on the main 
highways that enter Illinois, advising the tourist they are entering the Land of 
Lincoln. 





ACCOMPLISHMENTS 


The association was organized on December 18, 1952, on the campus of the 
University of Illinois and secured a charter early in 1953. 

This is a bipartisan organization whose committees are constantly working with 
not only the legislative branch, but also the executive branch of our Government, 
to enhance the progress of the purebred livestock industry. 

The organization’s accomplishments are: 

1. Successfully sponsored legislation amounting to $486,500 for a hospital unit 
that doubled the enrollment at the College of Veterinary Medicine. 
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2. Encouraged the management of the Illinois State Fair to equip a sales barn 
for the convenience of breeders. 


3. In 1954 the association awarded 30 trophies for champions at the Illinois 
State Fair. 

4. Successfully sponsored legislation for additional livestock premiums in the 
amount of $148,000 at the 1956 Illinois State Fair and $300,000 for the biennium 
of 1957-58. From these appropriations $25,000 annually goes to the junior live- 
stock show. 

5. Sponsors the annual State junior judging and showmanship school in con- 
junction with the University of Illinois Extension Service and the State vocational 
agricultural department. 

There were 50 breeds of registered or purebred livestock shown in the Land of 
Lincoln classes at the 1956-57 State fair with an increase of approximately 25 
percent in the number of animals exhibited. 

No breed has been denied the privilege of participating in the Land of Lincoln 
classes. 


WHY YOU SHOULD BE A MEMBER OF THE LAND OF LINCOLN PUREBRED LIVESTOCK 
BREEDERS ASSOCIATION 


1. The Land of Lincoln Purebred Livestock Breeders Association is the only 
organization representing all registered or purebred breeds of livestock in the 
State of Illinois. 

2. The requirements of an animal for participation in the Land of Lincoln 
breeders award classes is increasing the demand for purebred livestock. 

(a) For example, a steer, barrow, or lamb shown in these classes must either be 
registered or certified by the national breed association that the animal is eligible 
for registration, that it was bred and born in Illinois and must be maintained 
and exhibited by an Illinois resident. 

3. A breeder does not have to show his livestock to receive benefits, since the 
animals for these classes must come from Illinois herds. 

4. We have a source of revenue for the Land of Lincoln breeders award classes 
that many other States do not have; namely, the agriculture premium fund, which 
is a percentage of the parimutuel handle at Illinois racetracks. Let’s make the 
best use of it. 

5. With your support and cooperation, Illinois will be the leading purebred 
breeding State. Our State fair, 4-H, and FFA shows the best in the country. 

6. Our objectives are well defined. Our accomplishments have and will con- 
tinue to benefit Illinois livestock breeders. 

7. There are many projects we can support for the good of various communities 
and agriculture in Illinois. 

Is your county, district, or State breed association contributing to this organ- 
ization? Before laying this aside send your dues to Dewey Wheeler, Kansas, Ill. 

Annual dues are $1, or if you prefer, a life membership for $25 with which you 
receive a beautifully engraved 8% by 11-inch certificate. 





VoLUNTARY SWINE IMPROVEMENT 3-CENT SELF-HELP PROGRAM, SPONSORED BY 
THE ILLINOIS Swine Herp IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION 


Purpose—To assist in financing the following work program of the Association: 

1. Expand and standardize the swine test station program in Illinois. 

2. Assist in providing carcass cutout, feed conversion and growth rate data to 
swine growers. 

3. Support more research on swine diseases, breeding, and feeding. 

4. Assist in solving marketing problems. 

5. Encourage production of meat with consumer acceptance. 

6. Keep records on PR litter weights, boar test stations, and swine health cer- 
tification programs; actively support the University of Illinois extension swine 
probe and weigh program. 

7. Support and contribute to the National Swine Growers Council and the 
National Livestock and Meat Board. 

8. Provide for and sponsor new services that will be beneficial to the swine 
producers of Illinois. 
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Use this blank next time you sell hogs 


UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 


3 cents per head from the proceeds of any and all consignments of hogs handled 
by him for me and mail the check for that amount to Illinois Swine Herd Im- 
provement Association, Landauer Building, Lincoln, Ill., in support of their 
voluntary self-help swine improvement programs. 

This notice to be filed with— 


Pics. 4 bis op ae. be Town 
Quality products always sell. 


Mr. Hanna. And also may I have my statement put in? 
Senator Munpr. That will be printed in the report at this point. 
(The statement is as follows:) 


I am Lloyd Hanna, president of the Illinois Land of Lincoln Purebred Livestock 
Breeders Association. This organization represents about 10,000 herds, stables, 
and flocks consisting of 11 breeds of swine, 5 breeds of beef cattle, 2 dual-purpose 
breeds of cattle, 5 dairy breeds, 11 breeds of sheep, 4 breeds of goats, 3 breeds of 
draft horses, and 7 breeds of light horses. 

In a tangible way, we seek the opportunity to contribute to the advancement 
of animal agriculture. Our national purebred associations are the unsung heroes 
in the progress of agriculture. Each purebred livestock breeder is a part of our 
progress. These breeders stand ready to carry an equal part of the responsibility 
that lies ahead. Bill H. R. 11330 will open the gate to these opportunities. 

At the annual meeting of the National Swine Council at Davenport, Iowa, on 
November 13, 1957, Dr. Emerson of the College of Veterinary Medicine of Iowa 
made the following statement: ‘‘We, who are engaged in the field of genetics, 
knew Germany would lose the war when they started using their breeding stock 
for food.’”’ He further stated that the $30,000 appropriated for research in the 
artificial insemination in swine was inadequate. However, we can see that 
through innoculation and artificial insemination, there is the possibility of having 
all the sows in an entire herd farrow within a day or two. he swine growers of 
America want to promote this type of program and are even willing to underwrite 
it if necessary. 

Dr. Stanley Terrill, head of the swine department of the College of Agriculture, 
University of Illinois, says they do not have the necessary funds to do proper 
research work in their feed conversion program. It is now costing every citizen 
in Illinois $4.10 in State taxes to operate our State university. The question is, 
Should the swine growers help underwrite more of this research work? This 
same situation may hold true in every department. 

Dr. Harold G. Halcrow, head of the Department of Agricultural Economics, 
College of Agriculture, University of Illinois, said, during a speech he made in 
Springfield, Ill., on April 9 that, in his opinion, the three major farm problems 
were low-income farms, distribution of farm products, and the product itself— 
the product being the greatest problem. 

It is an established fact in Illinois that 65 percent of all the frain and feedstuff 
grown in the State is marketed through livestock. The major problem of which 
Dr. Halerow spoke is our livestock products. Dr. Halerow further stated that 
some attention at the school was being directed toward improving the pork 
product. 

It is wrong to assume that Dr. Emerson, College of Veterinary Medicine, lowa; 
Dr. Stanley Terrill, College of Agriculture, University of Illinois; and Dr. Halcrow, 
Department of Agricultural Economics, University of Illinois, are overstressing 
the need for more research on livestock animals and the livestock products. 

In my home State of Illinois, the Farm Bureau boasts a membership of 200,000 
farm families. The Agricultural Economies Department lists about 180,000. 
Are we wise to assume this difference can be found in the fact that their employees, 
such as insurance and feed salesmen, truckdrivers, schoolteachers, and merchants 
in small towns help make up this membership and that it is not 100 percent farm 
families? 

In 1955, the State of Illinois passed 88 pieces of farm legislation. The Lilinois 
Farm Bureau supported 3 of these and neither opposed nor supported the other 85. 
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In 1957, the Illinois Farm Bureau grossed over $251 million, placing them in 
the top 350 businesses of America. Of this amount, insurance grossed them 
$53 million; grain, $74 million; seed, $2 million; dairy products, $17 million; 
farm supplies, such as paint, grease, tires, etc., $66 million; and $34 million was 
derived hens the sale of livestock through their commission firms in Illinois. 
Does this percentage of gross business put them in a position to assist or obstruct 
animal agricultural legislation? 

Charles Shuman, speaking in Springfield on April 9, 1958, and discussing some 
of the problem areas in agriculture, suggested as possible solutions the expansion 
of our home markets and the expansion of foreign markets. It is my understand- 
ing that this is the purpose for which we are here today. If the Farm Bureau 
actually suggests these solutions, why, then, are they opposing this piece of 
legislation? 

In the fall of 1955, when cattle and hogs were at the high point of the produc- 
tion cycle and prices were at a low level, the Illinois Farm Bureau developed and 
emergency program to boost the sale of meat. 

In the fall of 1956, a program to solicit funds on a voluntary basis to promote 
farm products was started. The plan was simple. Volunteer workers or farmers 
called on their neighbors to explain the program and collected funds. They 
collected in 61 counties $65,291.53 to finance this State program. Thus, the 
agricultural marketing Development and promotion Program was inaugurated. 
It has proved to be successful from the very beginning. 

In January 1957, some 10 meat-cutting and cooking demonstrations were held 
in cooperation with the National Livestock and Meat Board for leaders, horne- 
makers, home economics teachers, and others. Moving quickly, the program 
boosted the sale of eggs in February through a clever bumper strip campaign say- 
ing, “Control Your Curves. Eat Eggs.’ They also presented an effective dairy 
promotion campaign during the Lenten season and came up with an outstanding 
exhibit that has been seen by a million people. Another dairy promotion success, 
through store taste tests, resulted in the sale of 2,500 pounds of cottage cheese 
at one store in a period of 2 days, which was three times normal sales. These 
facts were published in the 1957 Annual Report of the Illinois Farm Bureau. 

Mr. Shuman, president of the American Farm Bureau Federation, said in his 
letter to you good Congressmen offering his reasons for not approving this legisla- 
tion, and I quote: “‘A well-coordinated program promoting the sale and consump- 
tion of all red meats, i. e., beef, pork, and lamb, without duplication of effort, 
is now being carried on by the National Livestock and Meat Board, which now 
predominantly consists of producer representatives.’’ Now, I would like to ask 
just how efficient, do they feel, is this ‘‘well-coordinated’’ promotion program 
when livestock prices declined in December 1955, the Illinois Farm Bureau 
solicited money in 1956 to launch a campaign in February of 1957 that boosted 
the sales of eggs and dairy products? 

If it is true that the Illinois Farm Bureau has 200,000 members and they pay, 
as I do, $20 per year membership fee, that should amount to $4 million. Evi- 
dently no part of this $4 million is earmarked for the purpose of promoting 
Illinois farmers’ greatest product. 

On March 28, 1958, the St. Louis Daily Livestock Reporter published in an 
editorial these facts: The House of Lords in London just recently charged that 
meat imports from Argentina were responsible for the outbreaks of foot-and- 
mouth disease in Britain; that they imported 342,000 tons of meat from Argen- 
tina last year, and further, that it puts the British people in an uncomfortable 
position because similar quantity, not quality, of meat is not available from any 
other source free of foot-and-mouth disease. If the American Farm Bureau is 
the shepherd that watches the canine, the National Livestock and Meat Board— 
and they watch our meat—should we wake the tenders of our meat products 
and inform them that there are opportunities whereby we might export part of 
our meat products? 

Illinois Purebred Livestock Breeders were disappointed in the action taken 
by our Illinois Congressmen on similar legislation last year. We trust that they 
will avail themselves of the minutes of this hearing and that it will deepen and 
broaden their knowledge of the opportunities of progress and the problems of 
animal agriculture in this great Nation of America. 


Mr. Nance. Senator Hickenlooper, the reason we are asking Mr. 
Holbert—one of the reasons we are asking him to answer your question 


is that he is chairman of the Meat Promotion Board which is a co- 
ordinating board, and it has been discussed quite a little bit within 
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that board itself. In other words, that board is in operation now 
and the problems you talk about have been discussed. 

One other thing I would like to point out, and then I am through, 
and the group at the table is through. 

The boys that we have sitting here, the five boys from the States 
of Ohio, Missouri, Illinois, Indiana, and Ohio that have testified for 
the swine organizations in those States—— 

Senator HickENLOoPER. Don’t leave out my State. 

Mr. Nance. Didn’t I say Lowa? I should have said it. Excuse 
me, sir. They produce about 55 percent of the hogs in the Nation. 

Senator Munpr. Now let me ask you this: If we are asked this 
question on the floor of the Senate, if we get the bill on the floor, 
which | hope we can, do you envision this money kept in one big 
pool and administered by some national coordinating committee or 
is it going to be siphoned back to your groups either by type of animal 
or by State? 

Mr. Nance. I would point that question, since I am sitting up here, 
to Mr. Holbert, who is chairman of that coordinating committee, 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Holbert, do you have any thoughts in connec- 
tion with that question? 

Mr. Hoxigerr. The only one thought that I think I can express as 
the thought of the group is that we certainly would safeguard that 
money as a trust because it is our neighbor’s money through our trust 
fund. How it would be divided or proportioned has not been settled, 
and I again say I think to make a statement on that would be laying 
out a program for ourselves that we might not follow, and we want 
to be strictly honest and straightforward with you on the matter, 
and | think if we laid out that pr ogram and the bill was to be approved, 
it would say that you were putting your stamp of approval on it, and 
I would like to say again so that there will be no mistake, this group, 
and I know Mr. Taylor said it while I was out of the room, but 
certainly a portion of this money we all agreed will continue to carry 
on the Meat Board activity. And I am sure that Mr. Taylor made 
the point. If he did not, I would like to make it—may I, Jay?—that 
we in Iowa went to the Meat Board. Other people went to the Meat 
Board. 

When this movement was started a few years ago other people 
went to the meat board and said, ‘““Would you like to handle all this 
money if we get it?” And they said, “Our job is research and education. 
We don’t care to get into these other fields. We can’t very well get 
into these other fields. We appreciate your efforts. But we want 
to stay in the educational and research field.”’ 

I think that is fine. I think that is where they should stay. | 
think they are more effective there. Here is a chance to unite our 
effort in that field, but we can also do something in the beef cattle 
field and the swine field and the sheep field. The argument that 
we would be in competition with each other to me falls on a deaf ear. 
All I need to do is take a page out of one of the greatest industries in 
this country—the automobile business. General Motors—l listened 
in our home to the Chevvy program and the Oldsmobile program, 
a Pontiac program, the Ford people, the Chrysler people, and all 
the rest. ‘They fight with this same money for their own products 
and evidently have been successful. I see nothing wrong with 
people doing this. The hog boys have got a different problem than 
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the cattlemen. They have got possibly a product problem. I hate 
to say any more, but my good friend, Mr. Hickenlooper, Senator 
Hickenlooper, knows that hogs is a very important business in our 
State, and I think it is the most beautiful example where the producers 
sat down and left it to the processors, and I am not criticizing the 
processors or the retail dealers. They are our friends. We want to 
work with them. But I think the most beautiful example of where 
the producers sat down and lost their market for a very important 
product is lard. In 1921, after the First World War, lard was selling 
2% times the price of Crisco. Crisco was just coming on the market. 
I have seen the time in 1955 that I think Crisco was outselling lard by 
about 2 or 3 times. Why? I ask you why? You can’t go to any 
home economics department in the United States who will tell you 
that any shortening is better than lard. Why did we lose the lard 
market? Because the producer sat down, did nothing about it, 
and our processors and our people who are supposed to merchandise 
it lost the lard market. And I hate to say it, Jim, but I doubt if 
you will ever get it back like you had it once. 

Senator Munpr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Nance. Thank you for your time. 

Mr. Hanna. May I say this, Mr. Chairman, with regard to the 
swine production. If we run into a problem as far as disease is con- 
cerned, if there is money in the national fund, whatever college would 
have the physical plant that could handle that problem, be it South 
Dakota, lowa, or wherever it is, the swinegrowers across the Corn 
Belt, would be glad to see it done in some particular area. We are 
not trying to hold research duplication of a problem in any one State. 
We are united in that thought and I wanted that for the benefit of 
the record. 

Senator Munpr. Very good. 

Mr. Holbert, we have heard from the cattlemen and the swinemen. 
Are the sheepmen and the lamb people here? We might as well get 
their views now. 

Mr. Houserr. J. C. Peterson of the National Lamb Feeders, and 
Mr. Stratton I think are here. 

Senator Munor. Mr. Peterson and Mr. Stratton, will you come 
forward. 


STATEMENT OF J. C. PETERSON, NATIONAL LAMB FEEDERS 
ASSOCIATION, SPENCER, IOWA 


Mr. Prererson. Mr. Chairman, I am J. C. Peterson, representing 
the National Lamb Feeders Association and I am past president. 
Mr. Stratton from your home State, from Wentworth, S. Dak.—— 

Senator Munpt. My home county, too. 

Mr. Peterson. Is the past president of the National Lamb Feeders 
Association and a very capable one. Mr. Stratton, as you probably 
know, feeds about 35,000 lambs annually, feeds 400 or 500 head of 
cattle, and has throughout his business life, I know, been very active 
in livestock promotion. 

Senator Munpr. He is a very valuable and substantial taxpayer in 
our county, 1 assure you. 

Mr. Pererson. The National Lamb Feeders Association has mem- 
bers in 32 States and these feeders fatten, finish, and market the 
fat lambs that are secured as feeders from the western range operators. 
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In the interest of brevity, I will submit our statements to you and 
perhaps take from the text one or two paragraphs that we think 
should be emphasized. 

We want to testify in support of the amendment to the Packers and 
Stockyards Act which would permit market deductions on livestock 
sold at posted stockyards for promotion and research programs, and 
we are supporting the cattle and swine producers in this bill. _ 

Now, Congress is considering the reenactment of the National 
Wool Act and lamb feeders are hearily in favor of the continuation of 
that act even though feeders do not participate except only in a small 
way in the subsidy payments. 

Senator Munpr. I might insert there that our committee in this 
room this morning reported that bill out unanimously. 

Mr. Peterson. That is what we heard. Thank you, sir, very 
much. 

Now, the reason we are in favor of the National Wool Act is because 
of section 708 which provides for the deduction of 5 cents per head on 
lambs and 1 cent per pound on wool for the promotion, research, and 
educational programs of our industry is now being collected and is 
handled by the American Sheep Producers Council; therefore, cur- 
rently we do have a promotion program working but we favor the 
collection of funds for the use of all classes of livestock. 

Now, as | said, that is the organization, the American Sheep Pro- 
ducers Council, that is charged with the responsibility for the use of 
those funds in the use of research and educational programs. The 
council has allocated approximately $3 million for the coming year 
for the use of lamb ard wool programs. And we think we have had 
some experience now. ‘This has been going on about 2 years. Is 
that right, Mr. Stratton? 

Mr. Srratrron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pererson. And we have had some opportunities to see what 
kind of a program we can develop from here, and the promotion of 
lamb has been used primarily in the areas of low consumption, as an 
example, and we have been working on the lesser known cuts which, 
when the lesser known cuts are used more, we can get down the prices 
of the more well-known cuts, like the chops, and the like. 

Particularly in the wool program, having the competition of 
svynthetics—and I am sure the same thing would come with the cattle- 
men in the development of their leather program, and the byproducts 
of all of the livestock industry that, over a period of time, in some 
ways we have lost some of our markets through our inability to bring 
before the public the advantages of many of our byproducts. 

In Iowa this meat-promotion program bas been popular for many, 
many years. If the statement was correct this morning—or I heard 
yesterday—that almost 25 percent of the funds collected by the 
National Livestock and Meat Board come from our State of Iowa, 
and we have, I think, at the present time, 1 or 2 members on that 
board of the 32-member board, we certainly are 100 percent for the 
National Livestock and Meat Board. We agree with all the state- 
ments that have been made by those testifying, that we want it 
continued. And perhaps increase our contributions to them. 

Now, we believe that modern merchandising requires promotion, 
that the American public hears and sees daily messages for all types 
of consumer goods, particularly the foods. All of the manufactured 
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food items are intensely advertised and promoted. The suppliers of 
meat recognize that their products are in competition with many 
other commodities, and services, offered consumers. Their goal as is 
true also of the producers and the purveyors of other goods, ts to find 
some means of placing their product in a position of greater esteem 
and thereby to garner a larger share of consumer expenditures. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Stratton has a brief statement that I think 
we would like to hear. 

(Mr. Petersen’s prepared statement is as follows:) 


Mr. Chairman, my name is J. C. Petersen. I am representing the Nation 
Lamb Feeders Association, and am a past president. My principal business is 
as a livestock broker. I also feed annually several thousand lambs and cattle. 
My company edits and distributes the Cornbelt Lamb and Cattle Feeder. 

The National Lamb Feeders Association has members in 32 States, and these 
feeders fatten, finish, and market the fat lambs that are secured as feeders from 
the western range operators. 

We want to testify in support of the amendment to the Packers and Stock yards 
Act, which would — market deductions on livestock sold at posted stock yards 
for promotion and research programs. We are supporting the cattle and swine 
producers in this bill. 

Congress is now considering the reenactment of the National Wool Act and 
lamb feeders are heartily in favor of continuation of that act even though feeders 
do not participate, except only in a small way in the subsidy payments. The 
reason we are in favor of the National Wool Act is because of section 708 which 
provides for the deduction of 5 cents per head on lambs and 1 cent per pound on 
wool for the promotion, research, and educational prozrams of our industry is 
now being collected and is handled by the American Sheep Producers Council; 
therefore, currently we do have a promotion program working, but we favor the 
collection of funds for the use of all classes of livestoc'. 

The incentive price program that the sheep and wool industry is now operating 
under has been very successful. The increase in production is being evidenced by 
the large numbers of ewe lambs and yearling ewes being held over for breeding 
purposes. While we have been going into production, many of the females were 
held off the slaughter market, thereby reducing the supply. Even so, our num- 
bers are gradually increasing and as of recent weeks the slaughter supply of 
lambs more nearly approached the annual slaughter, than did either cattle or hogs 
In fact, the last 2 weeks the slaughter has exceeded the year-ago figures. As 
this increased production becomes evident, promotion becomes more important 
and our council has allocated $3 million for lamb and wool promotion. The 
funds used in the lamb industry have been primarily allocated to areas of low 
consumption and also to the lesser known lamb cuts that have been difficult to 
market. 

Wool is selling about 20 cents per pound below a year ago and as you know we 
are selling our wool on the world market. If we did not have our present law the 
Commodity Credit Corporation would again be getting large amounts of wool, 
and I think everyone is pleased that this is not the case. However, none can 
deny the advantage that comes through the program that the sheep industry is 
operating under where we are deducting 1 cent per pound for wool promotion. 

The American sheepman needs wool promotion because synthetic-fiber manu- 
facturers spend millions of dollars on research and advertising. We know wool 
is a superior product, but without funds to inform the public of its qualities, wool 
would lose its rightful place in the textile field. Wool is a very good example of 
the need for promotion funds. 

In 1931, some 27 years ago, I attended the Iowa Farm Bureau Convention at 
Des Moines as a voting delegate. I proposed and the Farm Bureau adopted at 
that time the resolution providing for and requesting the livestock markets to 
make deductions for the National Livestock and Meat Board. There has never 
been any criticism of the program of the board. Their work has been commend- 
able in every way considering the limited budget supplied to them by the livestock 
industry. We are paying them today only 50 cents on a car of livestock worth 
$5,000 to $6,000. 

There never has been a time when livestock men in Iowa haven’t been in favor 
of supporting groups that proposed to find ways of improving the marketing of 
our livestock. Besides producing a tremendous number of hogs, lowa imported 
last year 2,345,000 feeder catt’e and 1,190,000 feeder lambs. Livestock is big 
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business in Iowa and anyone that tries to convey the impression that livestock 
men are not interested in promotion and education of their product is not aware 
of the modern thinking of the producers or feeders. We are surrounded by live- 
stock market and packing plants. Stockmen have always had an intense interest 
in their product and they frequently travel great distances to study wholesale and 
retail outlets. Farmers and feeders have all had the frustrating experience of 
owning livestock ready for market on a declining market. 

Let no one make a mistake about the present situation and the price now being 
aid for cattle and hogs. Congressmen and Senators of consuming States should 
e told of what is happening. The present price is a result of excellent moisture 

and range conditions, particuiarly in the Southwest, but all over all of the Plain 
States all the way to California. But, that is not the only answer. There has 
been a great deal of wet corn in the Corn Belt that has to be fed before spoiling. 
The demand for cattle and hogs to eat this corn has forced stockmen to compete 
against the packers on the two-way types. That is, they could either be slaught- 
ered or fed longer. Therefore, they have caused a temporary artificial market. 
However, this situation cannot last because we have an increase of 26 percent in 
the shipments of feeder cattle from October to February, inclusive, into the Corn 
Belt over a year ago which was an alltime high. Shipments into Iowa for that 
period alone on feeder cattle increased 50 percent so that this livestock is in the 
country and will have to come to market in a short period. 

The livestock producer should have a fund available which would give him the 
opportunity to tell the public about his product, improvement in carcass type, 
higher relation of lean to fat and such developments that are just now being 
initiated for the benefit of the consumer. I don’t blame the packer, wholesaler, 
or retailer if he doesn’t promote meat other than his normal interest in obtaining 
a good price. He only owns the product an average of 3 days. It is the responsi- 
bility of the producer or feeder to institute this program, 

At one time there was some incentive for packers to promote red meats under 
their brand names, but a great deal of this was lost under Government grading. 

Modern merchandising requires promotion. The American public hears and 
sees daily messages for all types of consumer goods, particularly other foods. All 
of the manufactured food items are intensely advertised and promoted. 

The suppliers of meat recognize that their products are in competition with 
the many other commodities and services offered consumers. Their goal, as is 
true also of the producers and purveyors of other goods, is to find some means 
of placing their product in a position of greater esteem and, thereby, to garner a 
larger share of consumer expenditures. 

Why should beef, pork, and perhaps lamb be the only products that have no 
promotion, education, or research program? 

Much of the discussion with regard to the surplus feed grains can find a partial 
answer in meat promotion, because 85 percent of the corn is fed to livestock with 
other grains in proportion and a dependable meat market would help solve the 
feed grain problem. 

We respectfully request your favorable consideration of this amendment. 


Senator Munpr. We will be very glad to hear Mr. Stratton. 


STATEMENT OF LESTER STRATTON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
LAMB FEEDERS ASSOCIATION, WENTWORTH, S. DAK. 


Mr. Srratrron. My name is Les Stratton. My home is Went- 
worth, S. Dak. I am the president of the National Lamb Feeders 
Association. I am both a lamb feeder and a cattle feeder. We are 
supporting this bill because we believe in this self-help amendment. 
The meat industry is not asking for an appropriation but merely to 
legalize a method of fund collection. 

In so doing, we can facilitate the raising of funds from members 
within our industry for the development and improvement of promo- 
tion, research, and educational programs. 

The National Lamb Feeders Association wholeheartedly supports 
this amendment to the Packers and Stockyards Act, S. 3538. 

I would like to file my statement. 
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Senator Munpt. We will be very happy to have it for the record. 

(The statement is as follows:) 

My name is Less Stratton. My home is Wentworth, S. Dak. I am the 
president of the National Lamb Feeders Association. I am both a lamb feeder 
and a cattle feeder. We are supporting this bill because we believe in this self- 
help amendment. The meat industry is not asking for an appropriation, but 
merely to legalize a method of fund collection. 

By so doing, we can facilitate the raising of funds from members within our 
industry for the development and improvement of promotion, research and 
educational programs. 

The National Lamb Feeders Association wholeheartedly supports this amend- 
ment to the Packers and Stockyards Act. 

Mr. Srratrron. I also would like to state that the National Lamb 
Feeders has always supported the National Livestock and Meat 
Board. William Farr is one of our directors on the Livestock and 
Meat Board, on the National Lamb Feeders, is a director on the 
National Livestock and Meat Board, and we have no intentions of 
interfering with funds they are receiving, and we hope to give them 
more support by this legislation. 

As Karl said, Karl and I were born in the same county and the 
same year, in Mina, S. Dak., and he emigrated to Lake County later. 

Senator HickenLoorrer. Was the reason the same on both sides? 

Mr. Srratron. No, it wasn’t. [Laughter.] But we— 

Senator HickENLOoPER. | mean, it wasn’t a hurried migration, 
was it? 

Mr. Srratrron. Well, it could have been, I wouldn’t say. 

Senator Munptr. We both saw greater opportunities in Lake 
County. 

Mr. Strarron. Greater opportunities. Better fishing up there. 

Senator Munpr. That is right. 

Mr. Srrarron. But we now live 8 miles apart. The people of 
South Dakota sent Karl to the Senate, which I think was lucky that 
they didn’t send me, and I stayed there and I am just a sheepherder. 

Senator Munpr. He is one of the most prominent sheepherders [ 
have ever seen out there. 

Mr. Srratrron. We are very proud in South Dakota of the work that 
our Senator has done for the agricultural industry, and for myself and 
for the National Lamb Feeders, and the people of South Dakota, I 
want to thank you for the good work you have done for the livestock 
and agricultural industry, Karl. 

Senator Munpt. Thank you very much. 

May I say just one thing. Ihave one question. As you understand 
this bill, Les, as you present it, as 1 get my understanding from you, 
you don’t see any competition whatsoever between your program and 
the Livestock Board but instead if this bill passes, you provide a new 
source of revenue for the Livestock Board. 

Mr. Stratron. That is right. 

Senator Munpt. So they can do their job better and you can sup- 
plement it with the type of program you fellows expect to evolve. 

Mr. Stratron. We think we can furnish more money to the Na- 
tional Livestock and Meat Board. I have attended every meeting, 
I believe, that the National Livestock Promotion Board has had and 
there has never once at any time at one of those meetings been a time 
when anybody ever brought up that question that we were going to 
take anything away from the National Livestock and Meat Board. 
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Senator Munprt. I wanted to have that in the record because some 


of your opponents have been saying this is an attempt to sabotage 
the other board. 


Mr. Srrarron. That is not true. 

Senator Munopt. It is not true certainly from the record today. 

Mr. Srratron. I believe that is all. 

Senator Munpt. Thank you very much, and I appreciate your 
gracious statement. 

The National Beef Council, Don Bartlett, is the next group I have 
on our list here. ' 

Mr. Hotserr. Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Bartlett—-would you yield, 
Mr. Bartlett, for a moment for Mr. Noel since he has to leave? He is 
from the National Auction. 

Mr. Baruerr. Sure. I sure will. 

Mr. Hotserr. Is Mr. Noel here? He has another meeting he has 
to attend. 

Senator Munpr. Sit down and we will get to you next, Mr. Bartlett. 

Mr. Barrierr. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF FOREST NOEL, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN NATIONAL 
LIVESTOCK AUCTION ASSOCIATION, LEWISTOWN, MONT. 


Mr. Norv. Mr. Chairman, my name is Forest Noel. I am president 
of the American National Livestock Auction Association. 

The National Livestock Auction Association is a service organization 
servicing the producers of the communities where the individual oper- 
ators have their sales. In 1957 the auction markets across the Nation 
sold 34 million cattle, 16 million hogs, and 6 million sheep. We are 
servicing the producers in the States where they want this promotion 
program put into effect. For instance, in Florida, North Carolina, 
California, Washington, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota. 
Other States who have asked for this program but have been pro- 
hibited from making the deduction because of the Stockyards and 
Packers Act are Utah, Colorado, Ohio, Texas, Mississippi, Arizona, 
Iowa, and Nebraska. 

We believe in the livestock business. We believe in the producers of 
livestock of this country. We believe in their integrity, their honesty, 
and in their ability as businessmen. We want to serve them better. 
We urge the passage of Senate bill 3538 so that we as service people 
to the producers can help them and aid them in their promotion work. 

I would like to straighten out the record just a little bit. The 
stockyards as a whole are not against this beef promotion program. 
There was a statement a while ago that it was the stockyards. It 
was the American Stockyards Association that objected to the bill 
yesterday and not the stockyards as a whole over the country. 

This is a voluntary contribution asked for by the producers, and 
we feel that the auction market operators of the United States are in 
a better position to feel the pulse of the producers in our own com- 
munities better than anyone else. We talk to them. We trade with 
them. We supply them with their livestock and we sell their livestock. 
And we have found that a great percentage of the producers are in 
favor of this program. 

Now, I would like to talk to you as an individual operator. I own 
and operate the Central Montana Stockyards in Lewistown, Mont. I 

26824—58——-4 
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have already been convicted here today as a lawbreaker. I have been 
breaking the laws of this great Nation of ours for 4 years because my 
people in my country have asked me to take off their 5 cents a head 
for meat promotion. I am glad to serve them and I only ask the 
opportunity to become a law-abiding citizen again. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Munpt. May I ask you this question? In your law- 
breaking career, have you found this a very difficult bookkeeping 
procedure? We have heard some evidence or heard some statements 
to the effect that this was a pretty difficult thing for the stockyards 
to handle. You have had experience at it from the bookkeeping angle. 
What are the problems and how did you resolve them? 

Mr. Norv. Mr. Chairman, the livestock and meat board have had 
these deductions taken off by the commission men of this country for 
a great number of years. This is no additional work whatsoever. 
The same row of figures, only just a little larger. 

Senator Munp1. Thank you for your statement. 

All right. Don Bartlett, we are ready for you. 


STATEMENT OF DON BARTLETT, FIRST VICE PRESIDENT, 
NATIONAL BEEF COUNCIL, COMO, MISS. 


Mr. Bartietr. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, our 
president, Ed Carlin, couldn’t be here and he had a brief statement 
that he was to give, and I suppose in order to keep this thing in chrono- 
logical order, I should give that first. 

Senator Munprt. Okay. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


The National Beef Council, a nonprofit, single-purpose cattle producers organi- 
zation was created by a resolution adopted unanimously at the American National 
Cattlemen’s Association meeting in Reno, Nev., in January 1955. The cattle 
producers saw other segments of the agricultural industry vigorously promoting 
their products on a self-help, self-financed basis, supported by voluntary deduc- 
tions on a unit basis of their respective commodities. 

It is imperative that cattle producers engage in this type of program without 
delay to maintain their position on a fair competitive basis in our economy. 

Immediately after the organization of the National Beef Council we encountered 
a legal obstacle in the interpretation and administration of the Packers and 
Stockyards Act which forbade deductions at posted markets, effectively preventing 
the financing of the program. 

This is our primary reason for requesting an amendment to the above-mentioned 
Packers and Stockyards Act and this is why we are seeking from Congress the 
enactment of the simple amendment to the Packers and Stockyards Act, thereby 
freeing the livestock producers from the present inequity in the existing act in 
permitting us to secure the voluntary financing needed to support this program on 
exactly the same basis now in practice or available to all other segments of the 
agricultural industry. 

This organization, the National Beef Council, created by and wholly controlled 
by the eattle producers, cannot do the job it was created to do until and unless 
this present inequity in the Packers and Stockyards Act is corrected by the 
passage of this amendment now before Congress. 


Mr. Bartierr. Mr. Chairman, in addition to that and in support of 
Mr. Taylor’s statement, and several other statements as to what this 
thing might do to the consumer, Mr. Petersen just explained the 
work of the lamb people in promoting their product. There is a 
case of a specific incident up in Portland, Oreg., and it is very short. 
The following illustrate the fact that promotion of a product can and 
does reduce the cost to the consumer. 
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In Portland, Oreg., lamb chops and leg-o-lamb sold regularly at 
prices in excess of $1 per pound, while the re received a low 
price because the lesser known cuts were selling from 13 to 22 cents 
per pound due to consumers not knowing the value of these cuts. 

After a promotional program carried on by producers, the price of 
the better known cuts were reduced to 70 to 80 cents range and the 
producer received more money for his produce because the lesser 
known cuts sold more readily at a price in line with their true food 
values. 

Senator Munpr. That is very important testimony because some 
of our friends in city districts, especially in the House, where we 
didn’t have very good luck when we had this bill up before, are under 
the impression, and I can understand why they might be, that this 
was going to increase the costs to the family for their meat, and I 
think it is tremendously significant to emphasize the fact that b 
creating a market for the lesser known cuts, you enable them to sell 
the choice cuts more cheaply and actually can provide meat for the 
American family at less cost per day or per week or per month than 
if the bill were not passed. 

Mr. Bartietrr. That is correct. 

Mr. Bureuart. And we can get a letter substantiating this exactly 
from Norm Winder, president of the American Sheep Council i 
Denver. We will be glad to. 

Senator Munpr. We will be pleased to have it and we will 
corporate it in the record at this point. 

Mr. BurGuart. We don’t have it but we will send it in. 

Senator Munpr. Will you identify yourself for the record? 

Mr. Burcuart. I am Robert Burghart from Colorado Springs, 
Colo. 
(The document referred to is as follows:) 
DENVER, CoLo., April 28, 1958. 
Mr. R. A. BURGHART, 
Secretary-Treasurer, National Beef Council, 
VFW Building, Kansas City, Mo. 

Dear Mr. BurGuHart: In reply to your inquiry regarding our lamb promotion 

in the Portland, Oreg., area, I would sav that the results there indicate our 


advertising and promotional efforts have built a strong demand for the lesser 
known cuts. 

A meat consultant for one of the large chainstore outlets in that area made 
the statement that prior to our advertising and promotion they had a difficult 
time selling lamb breast at any price, and if they could sell it, it sold for 10 cents 
a pound and they had to get all of their profit from the sale of chops and legs. 
Now, however, lamb breasts are selling for 19-25 cents per pound; shanks and 
neck slices up to 45-49 cents per pound; and the chops and legs have been re- 
duced materially. Thus, it all indicates that a better all-carcass demand has 
been established in that area. 

This same situation has resulted in other areas where we have been advertising 
and promoting the lesser known cuts of lamb. 

I am sorry to have delayed so long in answering this letter, but I have been out 
of town for about 10 days. 

Sincerely vours, 
G. N. WINDER, 
President, American Sheep Producers Council, Inc. 


Mr. Bartietr. Mr. Chairman, the hour is late and I have a 
brief statement I have prepared of my own and for the sake of saving 
the committee’s time, why don’t I just file it? 

Senator Munpr. I think that will be fine. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 
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My name is Don Bartlett. I am a eattle producer from Como, Miss. I repre- 
sent the National Beef Council, the Mississippi Cattlemen’s Association, and the 
Delta Council. 

Much of the background history covering the creation of the National Beef 
Council is already in the record or will be furnished in detail by others. I shall 
simply endorse those statements and not repeat them in the interest of brevity 
because there are many who must present their case here today. 

This is the third straight year that the cattlemen and livestock producers have 
come to Washington to petition the Congress for the correction of the unintended 
inequity in the present law, the Packers and Stockyards Act. This law was 
enacted in 1921 to protect livestock producers and has been useful and effective 
generally but one of its provisions is interpreted in such a manner as to forbid the 
program of self-help, self-financed research and promotion by livestock producers 
made necessary in our present day competitive American economy. Obviously 
it was not the intent of Congress when this original act was passed to establish 
any legal roadblocks. Certainly not the prohibition we are now encountering in 
our effort to collect money on a wholly voluntary basis to properly explain to the 
American people their need for our product and to rightfully be in a position to 
meet competition of other protein food products, vigorously promoting their 
products to the American people. 

The amendment, 8. 3538, to the Packers and Stockyards Act correcting this 
inequity is purely permissive; it imposes no compulsion or obligation on either 
the producer or the marketing agency. In short, it simply says Congress did 
not mean in the drafting of the original act that an interpretation could or would 
be made placing livestock producers in this peculiar position of being the only 
segment of agriculture handicapped by any legal restriction from providing the 
vital funds necessary on a voluntary basis by deductions from proceeds of sales 
to protect their industry. The only practical way that has yet been devised 
by any segment of agriculture to finance their vital program is an automatic 
but voluntary deduction at the market place on a unit basis at time of sale. 

A year ago, and today, we are encountering opposition from the national 
leadership of the Farm Bureau, but let me emphasize this point very clearly 
that many State Farm Bureau organizations have repeatedly endorsed this pro- 
gram and have requested Congress to correct this inequity in the present law. 

With your committee’s permission I would like to file resolutions of the Mis- 
sissippi Cattlemen’s Association for the past 3 years, resolutions from the Delta 
Council for the past 2 years, and resolutions of the Mississippi Farm Bureau for 
the past 2 years. All have endorsed this program and have petitioned Congress 
for the enactment of this legislation. 

I personally feel that the position of the National Farm Bureau leadership is 
a bit strained. I don’t know positively, but my personal feeling is that the na- 
tional leadership may fear that the development of individual commodity groups 
within the agricultural industry might eventually weaken what they assume to 
be their national position of dominance. The fact that the local people in the 
Farm Bureau back home endorse this program—but in spite of this endorsement 
the national leadership continues to oppose this program, solidifies this personal 
conviction on my part. 

There is no existing legislation that can be interpreted to prevent other com- 
modity groups within the agricultural industry from instituting voluntary auto- 
matie deductions from proceeds of sales of agricultural commodities. In fact, 
were there in existence such legislation, I imagine the National Farm Bureau 
leadership would take a position opposing the American Dairy Association, the 
National Cotton Council, the present program of the poultry producers and 
many other agricultural groups now financing their own programs in exactly the 
same manner we are now trying to do. 

Let me make it very clear that the last thing the Livestock Producers and Cat- 
tlemen of America would ever advocate would be the enactment of any legislation 
depriving these other commodity groups of the programs they have now devel- 
oped in support of their own commodities. I think it only fair to clearly point 
out that the livestock producers should be freed thls prohibition. Fair play dic- 
tates that no segment of our people or economy should be harassed by restrictions 
not common to all. 

The record is now substantial both in the House and Senate and much testi- 
mony has been printed relative to this question. I will not take any more of the 
committee’s time but I want to petition you with all the earnestness and convic- 
tions at my command that we are entitled to the passage at this present session of 
Congress of this very direct, honest, and simple piece of legislation that will free 
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us to pursue the same successful activities all other segments of agriculture now 
enjoy as a natural right. 

There is no possibility of creating a multiplicity of organizations, a contention 
repeatedly offered by our opposition. In the creation and operation of producer- 
sponsored organizations to carry out this program, it must be clearly evident to 
you that since this program is entirely voluntary it cannot survive without the 
wholehearted support of the producers who will provide funds by the voluntary 
acceptance of the market deduction. 

The organizations that will accept and expend these funds will be producer 
created and controlled. Obviously for the sake of efficiency there will be a na- 
tional organization. In order to exist this national organization will be supported 
by State organizations and at any time the livestock producers feel or are not 
convineed that they are being properly served by their self-created and controlled 
organizations, they can stop the program immediately by exercising the right of 
preventing deductions from the proceeds of sales. Since it is clear you cannot 
operate a business without money, it is clear that the final control will always rest 
with the producers, and this is the way we want it. 

I sincerely pray that this present Congress will see fit to enact this simple 
legislation during this present session as we very definitely need to be about the 
business of doing the job we were created to do. 


Mr. Barrverr. There is a part of this thing that includes in the 
incorporation of the record resolutions of the Mississippi Cattlemen’s 
Association, the Mississippi Farm Bureau Federation, and the Na- 
tional Beef Council for the last 2 and 3 years, without exception 
endorsing the program and urging Congress to enact that legislation. 

SENATOR Mundt. We will be happy to have all that put into the 
record at this point with your statement. 

(The documents referred to are as follows:) 


RESOLUTION PASSED BY THE MISSISSIPPI CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION FOR THE 
YEAR 1956 


NO. 1. BEEF PROMOTION AND THE NATIONAL BEEF COUNCIL 


Whereas the Mississippi Cattlemen’s Association was represented at the 
organization meeting of the National Beef Council; and 

Whereas individual members have contributed substantially to the council; and 

Whereas this association has cooperated with the National Live Stock and 
Meat Board, packers and meat retailers in beef promotion campaigns and, through 
public relations efforts, acquainted both producers and consumers of beef with 
the problem; and 
Whereas a committee from this association has studied various plans by which 
this association may assist in supporting the work of the National Beef Council 
and the National Live Stock and Meat Board in their work of promoting and 
advertising beef to the consuming public; and 

Whereas one proposed plan of financing relates to voluntary deductions of a 
nominal voluntary assessment on all cattle sold at the markets as a source of funds 
for the support of the beef promotion effort: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Mississippi Cattlemen’s Association recommends favorable 
consideration by cattlemen of this type of financing for the long-range program 
of beef promotion and as a way to broaden the activities of this association. 


RBsOLUTION PasseD RY THE Misstsstpp1 CATTLEMEN’s ASSOCIATION, JANUARY 
21-23, 1957 


RESOLUTION 1. THE NATIONAL BEEF COUNCIL AND BEEF PROMOTION 


Whereas many segments of the agricultural industry have established beyond 
doubt the usefulness, effectiveness, and necessity of paid advertising and selling 
campaigns on a voluntary and self-supported basis; and 

Whereas the National Beef Council was organized and created by the American 
National Cattlemen’s Association with the endorsement and support of its affiliated 
State organizations for the sole purpose of securing the necessary funds on a 
voluntary markoff basis to institute this same program for livestock and cattle 
producers; and 
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Whereas a legislative restriction was encountered in the Packers and Stock- 
yards Act which prevented these collections at posted and terminal markets on an 
automatic and voluntary basis similar to programs now in vogue by other segments 
of the industry, thus preventing the effective completion of this program: There- 
fore be it 

Resolved, That the Mississippi Cattlemen’s Association endorses without 
reservation this principle of a voluntary markoff for beef promotion and supports 
the National Beef Council created for this purpose, in its efforts to secure legislative 
correction of this unintentional but restrictive provision in the present law and 
to that end urges the members of the Mississippi delegation in the Congress of 
the United States to lend their full support and to actively aid in every way 
possible in the passage of simple legislation now being presented by the National 
Beef Council to correct this condition, and further petitions and urges the 
American National Cattlemen’s Association and all other State and affiliated 
organizations to lend every aid possible to this end. 


RESOLUTION PASSED BY THE MississipPpI CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION, JANUARY 
30-31, 1958 


RESOLUTION NO. 4. BEEF PROMOTION 


Whereas cattle producers must support financially a program to promote and 
advertise an increased demand for beef in order to retain their share of the national 
income and meet the increasing competition of well-advertised competing pre- 
tein foods; and 

Whereas the cattlemen of America, through their National and State organiza- 
tions, as well as local and State farm organizations, have recognized and repeatedly 
endorsed the National Beef Council program to accomplish this result; and 

Whereas the Mississippi Cattlemen’s Association has strongly endorsed the 
program at every annual convention since its inception; and 

Whereas such a State and National program would benefit equally the con- 
sumer and producer by improving the national diet and health, as well as reducing 
surplus feed grains by relieveing need for Government supports, thus aiding 
taxpayers: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Mississippi Cattlemen’s Association reaffirms its prior en- 
dorsement of this program and further directs its officers and legislative com- 
mittee to immediately seek enactment by the Mississippi State Legislature of a 
law comparable to those now in existence in Califormia, Utah, and pending in 
other States, providing automatic but voluntary deduction from the proceeds of 
sale of all livestock marketed within the State, however, making it truly volun- 
tary by reserving the rights of the seller to prevent the deduction in advance of 
sale or to secure a refund of any deductions made within a reasonable period of 
time. It is realized that such a law becomes necessary only in making such a 
deduction on the part of marketing agencies, since many who wish to cooperate 
with the producer in this effort feel that if they do and their competitors do not, 
they will be subject to unfair competition. Therefore, it becomes necessary to 
seek legislation requiring the overall participation of these marketing agencies 
in order to protect them and to provide those cattlemen who wish to voluntarily 
participate in this program with the means to do so; and also be it further 

Resolved, That other State agencies, including dairy associations, who produce 
a substantial tonnage of beef, marketing agencies association, Delta Council and 
Farm Bureau, receive a copy of this resolution and hereby are requested to join in 
the effort to secure the simple legislation needed to permit Mississippi cattlemen 
on a State and National level to secure the necessary funds to promote their 
product and protect their market. 





RESOLUTION PASSED BY THE Mrssisstppr FARM Bureau FEDERATION, 
NoveMBER 15, 1956 ror THE YEAR 1957 


BEEF PROMOTION 


We urge the Mississippi Farm Bureau Federation to support the program of the 
National Beef Council as originated by the American National Cattlemen’s Asso- 
ciation and urge the American Farm Bureau Federation to lend all support to 
this program to permit a deduction with the seller’s consent on each head of cattle- 
sold through a sales barn to promote the consumption of beef and to use their in- 
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fluence to remove any present legislation restriction in force that prevents or re- 
tards the rapid organization or growth of this program. 





RESOLUTION PASSED BY THE Mississipp1 FARM BuREAU FEDERATION 
NOvEMBER 20, 1957, FoR THE YEAR 1958 


LIVESTOCK PROMOTION 


We recommend legislation to remove any legal obstructions to permitting posted 
sales market voluntarily to make reasonable deductions on a per head basis on 
livestock sold where the producer voluntarily consents to such deduction for the 
purpose of promoting the consumption of red meat and research in marketing and 
production of livestock products. 

Such funds deducted should be returned to qualified producer organizations in 
the State of origin with a division of such funds to a national source designated 
for national promotion and research in a coordinated program. 

We endorse the repeal of the consent decree affecting four major packing con- 
cerns 4s discriminatory legislation and as preventing competition in the marketing 
and consumptien of livestock products and allied commodities. We urge the 
American Farm Bureau to support these red meat promotional provisions. 


RESOLUTION OF NATIONAL BEEF COUNCIL 


“The National Beef Council has been organized for the purpose of advertising 
beef and encouraging and promoting beef consumption in the United States. 
This program is to be financed by the voluntary collection of 10 cents per head 
in the market place. The National Beef Council has been endorsed by the 
American National Cattlemen’s Association, the Mississippi Cattlemen’s Asso- 
ciation, Delta Council, the Mississippi Farm Bureau Federation, and groups 
representing 20 other important cattle producing States. Present Federal regu- 
lations prevent collections in posted markets, thereby presenting a stumbling 
block to the success of the program: Be it therefore 

“Resolved, That Delta Council urges amendment of the Packers and Stockyard 
Act of 1921 to permit voluntary deductions for this self-help meat promotion 
program. 

Unanimously adopted by the membership of Delta Council at the 1957 annual 
meeting. 


B. F. Smitru, Executive Vice President. 





RESOLUTION OF NATIONAL BEEF COUNCIL 


‘‘Whereas income from cattle production is increasing in importance to Missis- 
sippi; and 

“Whereas the economy of Mississippi and the entire South will be benefited 
by an increase in the per capita consumption of beef; and 

‘Whereas the National Beef Council has been organized for the purpose of 
advertising beef and encouraging and promoting beef consumption in this country, 
the program to be financed by the voluntary collection of 10 cents per head in 
the market place; and 

‘‘Whereas this program has been endorsed by the American National Cattle- 
men’s Association, the Mississippi Cattlemen’s Association, and groups repre- 
senting 17 other States; and 

‘‘Whereas Federal regulations prevent collections in posted markets, thereby 
presenting a stumbling block to the success of the program: Be it therefore 

‘Resolved, That legislation to permit such collection on a voluntary basis be 
recommended and supported.”’ 

Unanimously adopted by the membership of Delta Council at the 1956 
annual meeting. 


B. F. Smiru, Executive Vice President. 


Mr. Bartuerr. Then, if the committee permits it, I will let Mr. 
Burghart give his statement. 
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I really want that statement in the record, but I think I can save 
time this way. 

Senator Munpr. Yes; that will be in the record at this point. 

Mr. Bartierr. If I might introduce Mr. Burghart, who has 
already been introduced—— 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT BURGHART, SECRETARY-TREASURER, 
NATIONAL BEEF COUNCIL, COLORADO SPRINGS, COLO. 


Mr. Bureuart. My name is Robert Burghart and I live in Colo- 
rado. We ranch in Colorado, raising commercial Hereford cattle. 
I am president of the Colorado Beef Council, past president of the 
Colorado Cattlemen’s Association, and secretary-treasurer of the 
National Beef Council. That is a nonpaying secretary-treasurer job. 

Because of the brevity of time, I am merely going to state that I 
will turn in this testimony. 

We have in the last session of the Colorado Legislature amended 
our Colorado Marketing Act. We can now have a referendum vote 
and, if passed, and favorably, would let us have deductions for self- 
help purposes. 

We point out that we think the passage of Senate 3538 will cer- 
tainly help us in this other effort and in our referendum, and for that 
reason we urge the passage of this legislation. 

I should lie like to submit as part of my testimony a resolution 
passed by the Colorado Farm Bureau under the heading of “Live- 
stock Marketing” at their annual meeting in December 1956. They 
passed a similar resolution embodying the same principles in 
December 1957. The resolution is: 

We recommend that Farm Bureau support legislation, both State and Na- 
tional, to bring about a voluntary checkoff system for promotion of all red meats 
as such legislation is requested by each commodity group. 

Mr. Chairman, I think “deduction” is better than “‘check-off,” but 
that is the exact wording of their resolution. 

Senator Munpr. All right. It will be incorporated in the record 
at that point. 

(Mr. Burghart’s statement is as follows:) 

My name is Robert Burghart. I live in Colorado Springs, Colo. We ranch 
in Colorado, raising commercial Hereford cattle. I am president of the Colorado 
Beef Council; past president of the Colorado Cattlemen’s Association and secre- 
tary-treasurer of the National Beef Council. 

We have passed an amendment during the 1958 Colorado Legislature amending 
our Colorado Marketing Act which, after a referendum vote favoring such action, 
will allow us to collect money for self-help; public relations; market research, and 
promotion of our products. We believe the passage of Senate bill 3538 will help 
us in this effort. We also believe it is vital to the cattle industry that we have 
funds for such a self-help, self-financed program to obtain our share of the con- 
sumer’s dollar. For this reason we urge the passage of this legislation. 

I should like to submit as part of my testimony a resolution passed by the 
Colorado Farm Bureau under the heading of ‘Livestock Marketing” at their 
annual meeting in December 1956. They passed a similar resolution, embodying 
the same principles, in December 1957. The resolution is: 

“We recommend that Farm Bureau support legislation, both State and Na- 


tional, to bring about a voluntary checkoff system for promotion of all red meats 
as such legislation is requested by each commodity group.” 


Mr. Bureuart. This is Mr. George Young from Florida. 
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STATEMENT OF GEORGE C. YOUNG, REGIONAL VICE PRESIDENT, 
NATIONAL BEEF COUNCIL, BELLE GLADE, FLA. 


Mr. Youna. My name is George C. Young. I am regional vice 
president of the National Beef Council, vice president of the Florida 
Beef Council, vice president of the Florida Association of Livestock 
Markets, and a member of the Palm Beach Country Cattlemen’s 
Association, and I represent the Glades Livestock Marketing Associa- 
tion of which I am the general manager. 

I will turn my statement in to be made a part of the record, calling 
attention to the fact that in this statement I have referred to a resolu- 
tion passed at the annual meeting of the Florida Farm Bureau in 
November 1956, endorsing the Florida Beef Council as such and its 
program of promoting beef and beef products. 

I call attention to the fact that the president of the Florida Farm 
Bureau is in Washington opposing this legislation and that we learned 
yesterday that he was not officially doing s so as president of the Florida 
Farm Bureau but as a member of the National Farm Bureau Council 
or Federation. I don’t think that he will deny the resolution as 
passed. I merely call that to your attention because at the last 
meeting the chairman of the resolutions committee was to phone me 
if any resolution should come up opposing the beef council. He did 
not do so. After returning he informed me that no resolution had 
been passed opposing the beef council. 

They also will cite to you a survey giving certain information about 
findings of a large percentage of the Farm Bureau members. I have 
here a policy development discussion sheet No. 26. It was passed 
out to the members of the Farm Bureau in Florida in an attempt to 
get an endorsement of opposing the legislation before you. I call your 
attention that in this discussion sheet one side of the matter only is 
presented. The questions are asked in such a way as to naturally 
lead to an answer that would be negative to the endorsement of the 
legislation proposed. 

Unless you so request, I will not leave a copy of these discussion 
sheets because they are available. 

I also wish to leave as a matter of record, a statement of Mr. 
J. O. Pearce, Jr., president of the Florida Cattlemen’s Association in 
support of the measure. 


STATEMENT OF J. O. Pearce, Jr., PRESIDENT, FLORIDA CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION, 
OKEECHOBEE, FLia. 


The Florida Cattlemen’s Association in 1954 saw the need for doing something 
to increase the consumption of beef. The President at that time appointed three 
special committees: a marketing committee, a beef surplus committee, and a 
self-help committee. 

On the 2d of April 1954, these three committees met with the public relations 
and finance committees of the association. At this meeting it was determined 
that a program of beef promotion should be started and a committee of four was 
formed to supervise the program. 

The association was asked by this group to make available $3,000 to be used in 
advertising by the use of auto bumpers, windshield stickers, leaflets, and display 
material from the National Livestock and Meat Board. Also $1,000 to be used 
for the announcement of the program through newspapers and radio. 

During this first year a total of $6,000 was spent from State association funds 
to determine if the cattle people of Florida thought such a program worthwhile. 

In the early part of 1955 cattlemen of the State were sent a letter from this 
committee telling of the work of the committee and requesting that if interested 
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they return an enclosed card authorizing a volunteer deduction of 10 cents per 
head on all cattle sold. This 10 cents was to be deducted by the auction market 
or slaughterer purchasing their cattle. 

The response to this request showed that our producers were ready to finance 
such a program. 

At this time it was decided that a separate organization should be formed to 
handle this program. 

In order that all phases of the industry would be represented, representatives 
of the Florida Livestock Markets Association; the Florida Independent Meat 
Packers Association; the Florida Dairy Association; the Milk Producers Associa- 
tion; the Florida Bankers Association; the Farm Bureau; and the Retail Merchants 
Association were asked to meet to form such an organization. 

From this meeting on September 22, 1955, the Florida Beef Council came into 
being. 

Florida has had no restricting laws or regulations to prevent its markets or 
slaughterers collecting this 10 cents per head on volunteer basis from producers 
who requested it. 

In addition, producers who sell to out-of-State buyers or to buyers who are not 
accepting deductions, send their donations direct to the office. 

Since the very small beginning in 1954, Florida cattle producers have, on a 
strictly volunteer program, put more than $100,000 into promotion of beef 
consumption. 

We appeal to the housewife direct through special beef programs with super- 
markets in the large cities. Small ads in large dailies offering free receipt booklets 
and other leaflets on beef are used. Also putting on cooking schools for young 
housekeepers. 

We know our program is increasing the consumption of beef. Actual sales 
records have shown as much as 25 percent increase in sales in some of the cities 
where Beef Week programs were put on. 

With Florida’s program working without restrictions one might ask as to whv 
we are here asking that this bill be passed. 

This is why: The success in Florida has convinced us that cattlemen in the 
entire Nation should be advertising their own product as does every industry. 

We are convinced that a volunteer deduction program is best. 

Our producers prefer having the deduction made at the time of sale, that being 
the simplest and easiest method for them. 

Last, we feel that in the future the United States Department of Agriculture, 
through the Packers and Stockyards Act, will have supervision of our marketing 
in Florida. 

We do not feel that the Federal agencies should be so set up that producers 
are prohibited from asking and getting the volunteer contribution deducted at 
the market and turned over to a designated organization to promote their product. 


Senator Munptr. Thank you very much, Mr. Young. Thank you 
all for your very helpful testimony. 
(Mr. Young’s prepared statement is as follows:) 


My name is George C. Young. I am regional vice president of the National 
Beef Council, vice president of the Florida Beef Council, vice president of the 
Florida Association of Livestock Markets, a member of the Palm Beach County 
Cattlemen’s Association, and I represent the Glades Livestock Marketing Asso- 
ciation, of which I am the general manager. 

I officially represent these organizations in the endorsement of Senate bill 3538, 
which is designed to remove the restriction which prohibits market’s posted under 
the Packers and Stockyards Act from deducting funds for the promotion of livestock 
products. 

I am a member of the Palm Beach County Farm Bureau and a former director 
of this organization. 

The Florida Farm Bureau passed a resolution at the annual meeting of the 
Florida Farm Bureau in November 1956, endorsing the Florida Beef Council, as 
such, and its program of promoting beef and beef products. 

The Florida Beef Council is effectively operating in Florida and is being financed 
by the producers of that State. Deductions are being made by livestock markets 
Producers who sell through agencies other than the livestock markets are remitting 
on a quarterly basis to the Florida Beef Council. 

The Glades Livestock Market Association handles livestock in 1957 for ap- 
proximately 1,050 producers. Of these producers the Glades Livestock Market 
has in its files a request from five producers asking that deductions not be made 
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from their products. In addition, the marketing association holds requests from 
7 traders in livestock who do not desire that deductions be made. Thus, from 
1,050 consignors we have only 12 consignors from whom we do not make deductions. 
Obviously, this is a voluntary prozram of cattlemen in Florida. 

The organizations which I officially represent have endorsed this measure 
primarily because it will insure a continuation of the present financing program 
after the Packers and Stockyards Act becomes effective in Florida. 

There are today approximately 27 livestock markets in the State of Florida, 
none of which are regulated by the Packers and Stockyards Act. It is anticipated 
that within 18 months all of these markets will come under these regulations, 
therefore, if this legislation is not passed, the work of the Florida Beef Council, 
which is entirely a producers organization, will be destroyed by the simple proce- 
dure of the Packers and Stockyards Act, assuming its rightful supervision of the 
marketing of livestock in the public markets of Florida. 


Mr. Bartierr. May IJ say that this is my third vear here on this 
battle of the Potomac. I would like to thank the committee for the 
kindness, sympathy, and encouragement they extended to the 
cattlemen. 

Senator Munpr. Thank you very much. 

The Chair has three more witnesses on the list and then I under- 
stand that following that, Judge Montague is ready to bring back your 
collective reports analy zing your reaction to the official report of the 
Department of Agric ulture. 

We next will hear from the Corn Belt Livestock Feeders Association, 
Mr. John H. Litzelman, of Vermillion, 8S. Dak., an old friend of mine 
who has been before us before. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN H. LITZELMAN, CORN BELT LIVESTOCK 
FEEDERS ASSOCIATION, VERMILLION, S. DAK. 


Mt. Lirzenman. Mr. Chairman, my name is John H. Litzelman. 
I am from Vermillion, 5S. Dak., the great State of South Dakota 
which raises and feeds a lot of cattle. 

I am very happy to be here and I ask permission at this time to 
present several statements in support of this Senate bill 3538. One 
is from our executive secretary-treasurer, Mr. Don F. Magdanz, and I 
offer this as part of the record. 

Senator Mundt. It will be incorporated in the record at this point. 

(The material referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Don F. Maapanz, Corn Bett Livestock FEEDERS ASSOCIATION 
OmAHA, NEBR. 


It is a distinct pleasure to have this opportunity to appear before this committee 
today in support of 8. 3538, to amend the Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921 to 
permit the livestock feeding and growing industries in the United States to attempt 
the raising of necessary funds for a program to help themselves. 

As executive secretary-treasurer of the Corn Belt Livestock Feeders Association, 
an organization representing livestock feeders throughout the vast Mid-Western 
area, I am able to speak for these livestock feeders in support of this legislation 
by virtue of favorable action on the measure, not only by the Corn Belt Associa- 
tion, but by all of our affiliated State organizations. 

In seeking this action of the Congress, we are not asking for an appropriation, 
or asking that any program be legislated into existence. Weare merely requesting 
an amendment to an existing law, affecting livestock only, that would enable us 
as feef, pork, and lamb producers to obtain some funds to carry on a national 
promotion program for red meats and their products. 

Almost needless to say, we are operating in a highly competitive age and feel 
the dire need to promote the popularity of red meats in competition with other 
food products. 
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As a matter of fact, this competition is not confined to other food products, 
but under prevailing credit terms today, we are competing in the market with 
nearly all items the consumer is able to buy. 

Yet, while other producers of food and agricultural products are able to raise 
funds at the time of marketing to promote their products, the red-meat producers 
find themselves prohihited from the same opportunity because of the provisions 
of the Packers and Stockyards Act. We are seeking nothing more than a cor- 
rection of this inequitable position. 

The support for this correction is extensive, as is evident from the large delega- 
tion of representatives that is here today; but the passage of this legislation 
would not, in any way, establish a red-meat promotion effort. But it would 
provide an opportunity for producers to confer upon a manner and means of 
inaugurating a program that would be satisfactory to the industry. 

That there are some who may not wish to participate is a foregone conclusion, 
and to recognize the wishes of these people, the bill clearly provides that any 
program eventually devised would not be forced upon anyone. 

The argument that a producer-controlled promotion plan would jeopardize the 
position of existing agencies engaged in the fields of education and research is 
absolutely fallacious. The people supporting this legislation are thoroughly dedi- 
cated to furthering the work of any existing agencies, but at the same time are 
completely convinced of the need for further work in the field of meat promo- 
tion to halt the decline in the percentage of the consumer’s dollar being realized 
by the producers. 

The decision on the part of the Corn Belt Livestock Feeders Association in 
support of a meat-promotion program is particularly noteworthy. For, not only 
do Corn Belt feeders not contribute most of the funds for the support of an 
educational and research agency, but it is a foregone conclusion that these same 
people would furnish a high percentage of the funds to support a national meat- 
promotion program. The area is noted for the facts that it now produces 70 
percent of the cattle that are finished for market, produces 70 percent of the hogs 
in the United States, besides marketing large quantities of lamb and veal. 

May we respectfully request favorable action on this effort to permit the live- 
stock people in the United States to spend a few cents per head on their livestock 
to help their own economic position. 


Mr. Lirzetman. And one of our vice presidents, Mr. Earl McQuown, 
Sr., of Red Oak, Iowa. I offer this statement in behalf of this and ask 
that it be incorporated. 

Senator Munpr. It will be printed at this point in the record. 


STATEMENT OF Eart McQuown, S8r., Seconp Vice PreEsIpENT, Corn BELT 
Livestock FEEDERS AssoctATION, Rep Oak, Iowa 


I am Earl McQuown, Sr., of Red Oak, Iowa. I have spent my entire life on 
a farm, raising and feeding livestock, and presently am serving as the second 
vice president of the Corn Belt Livestock Feeders Association. 

Personally, I am very interested in a meat-promotion program and have worked 
diligently for a program to promote red meat and its products. And, as an 
officer of the Corn Belt Livestock Feeders Association, I feel it a privilege to be 
authorized to continue that effort on behalf of livestock feeders throughout the 
entire Midwest. 

In urging the passage of 8. 3538, I am confident that material benefits can accrue 
through meat promotion to the livestock feeders, but without necessarily creating 
additional burdens on the consuming public. In the territory where I live, live- 
stock feeders feel that they should have a part in the promotion and sale of their 
products, as well as in the production of them. 

It should be pointed out that we are not asking for or seeking any help from the 
American taxpayers, but are doing no more than requesting an opportunity to 
promote our products in a lawful manner. 

The stockmen of the United States have been traditionally known as rugged 
individuals, and we would like to continue on that basis without favors from 
any other group. 

The adoption of this amendment to the Packers and Stockyards Act would, 
in our opinion, allow us to continue in that direction. 


Mr. Lirzetman. And I have a statement here from Mr. Clark A. 
Brockman, of Clarinda, Iowa, director of the Midwest Livestock 
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Feeders Association, and I request that this be incorporated in the 
record. 


Senator Munpr. That will also be printed at this point in the record. 


SPTATEMENT OF CLARK A. BrockMAN, Mipwest Livestock FEEDERS ASSOCIATION, 
CuaRinpDA, Iowa 


I am Clark A. Brockman, of Clarinda, Iowa, a farmer and feeder of cattle and 
hogs. I am also a director of, and represent, the Midwest Livestock Feeders 
Association at Shenandoah, Iowa, as \.ll as the Corn Belt Livestock Feeders 
Association with headquarters at Omaha, Nebr. 

I am speaking for our entire organization when I say I would like to see passage 
of 8. 3538, amending the Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921, to permit a volun- 
tary mar<et deduction system on cattle, hogs, and sheep for the promotion of red 
meat and its products. 

Not only is promotion essential to the livestock-feeding industry, but I firmly 
believe such a program would be good for the eonsumers, as well. For example, 
when the producers have not shared equally in our economy, there has been even- 
tual deterioration in economic conditions in our urban and industrial areas. I am 
of the opinion that this deterioration is due to the inability of producers to buy 
manufactured products and services as they would like to. 

The livestock feeder is a heavy buyer of truc!s, cars, farm machinery, lumber, 
cement, fertilizers, chemicals, and many other products of our factories and mines. 
We would like to continue this purchasing power, and even increase it, and it is 
my opinion that permission to voluntarily raise funds for meat-promotion purposes, 
from our own returns, would go a long way toward realizing this desire. 

The prices of cattle and hogs today are better than they have been, but this can 
be attributed some to the drought, but perhaps more responsi’ le for it is the fact 
that heavy losses have been taken by the livestock feeders in recent years, and 
there has been some reluctance to furnish all of the meat the demand will a‘ sorb. 

But we have no assurance that prevailing conditions will continue, and we would 
like to be prepared for less favorable circumstances when they arise. 

In a program that would be permitted by S. 3538, we see an opportunity to 
prepare the feeding industry for less favorable conditions. We seek only the right 
and privilege to promote our products with our own funds, and, as has been our 
tradition, we are not seeking Federal aid. 


Mr. LirzeLman. I believe I have my own statement, and I ask that 
that be incorporated in the record. 

Senator Munprt. It will be so done. 

(Mr. Litzelman’s statement is as follows:) 


I am John H. Litzelman, of Vermillion, 8. Dak., president of the Corn Belt- 
Livestock Feeders Association. In addition, I operate a ranch in Nebraska and 
feed cattle on farms in South Dakota. 

Our organization has gone on record repeatedly in favor of a producer sponsored 
and controlled program for the promotion of meat and meat products. 

We are not seeking nor are we asking financial’aid from anyone other than 
ourselves. We seek to promote our product in a lawful manner as a free enter- 
prise without financial. assistance from the Government. We are thoroughly 
convinced that legislation of this nature will not add to the cost of our product to 
the consumer, as we would pay the costs of meat promotion from voluntary 
collections from the producers themselves on a strictly voluntary basis. 

I believe wholeheartedly in the purpose and principles of a meat promotion 
program as endorsed by the Corn Belt Livestock Feeders Association, and am 
honored to be representing our organization and its members. I believe we can 
do much, if given a green light, to promote the health, welfare and economic 
conditions of our country. 

Therefore, personally and on behalf of the Corn Belt Livestock Feeders 
Association, I urgently ask that 8. 3538 be passed, as it will give us as producers 
of meat and meat products an equal opportunity to advertise and promote our 
product in an ever increasing competitive market with all other products, that 
are doing now what we seek to do with no cost to the consumer. 

The feeder is a tremendous consumer and user of many products, the fruitsof 
labor and industry and therefore if given an equal opportunity he can and will be 
an increasing factor in stabilizing the economie condition and purchasing power 
of the country as a whole. 








56 MEAT PROMOTION PROGRAMS 


Mr. Lirzetman. The Corn Belt Livestock Feeders have repeatedly 
gone on record recommending and supporting a pregram of this kind 
and we are not asking for any help from anybody but ourselves, the 
livestock people. We are asking for no new legislation. Any money 
we spend we will collect from ourselves, from our own pockets—we 
will take it from our own pockets. 

I am very happy to be here, Senator, in behalf of the Corn Belt 
Feeders and ant ing that I might say would only be repeating or 
reiterating what already has been said, and we are wholeheartedly 
supporting this program and this bill, and I know that speaks for 
our livestock people from the State of South Dakota, and particularly 
the Corn Belt Feeders who feed many thousands of cattle from 
Ohio to Missouri, Nebraska, South Dakota, Iowa, Indiana, [llinois, 
and the other States. 

That is about all I have to say and I am very happy to be here. 
Thank you very much. 

Senator Munpr. Thank you very much, Jack. 

The Cow Belles, Mrs. Robert Burghart and Mrs. Lynam, we are 
glad to have you ladies here. 


MRS. ROBERT BURGHART, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN NATIONAL 
COW BELLES ASSOCIATION, COLORADO SPRINGS, COLO. 


Mrs. Burcuarr. | am Mrs. Robert Burghart of Colorado Springs, 
Colo. My husband and I are producers of commercial Herefords. 
I am president of the American National Cow Belles Association, 
which is the auxiliary of the American National Cattlemen’s Associa- 
tion. 

Our organization represents ranch women from 23 affiliated States, 
from Ohio to Mississippi. In these 23 States, there are some 30,000 
Cow Belles. 

The purpose of our group is to promote the welfare of the livestock 
industry. Our chief concern being the promotion of beef, the product 
we raise. 

For the past 3 years, our promotional efforts have been concen- 
trated on “Beef for Father’s Day.”” This is a project which came from 
the grassroots in the State of Colorado and won national support. 
Last year we added as a part of this Father’s Day promotion, the 
choosing of a “national father of the year,’ nominations being made 
by organized youth groups. This is being done again this year, with 
33 States out of the 48 making nominations. 

Our organization has also worked closely with the National Res- 
taurant Association on promotion of beef for those who eat out. 

We have published and sold some 30,000 copies of Beef Cookery, 
a cook book edited by Cow Belles for the purpose of educating our 
city sisters on the proper methods of cooking beef, and the use of all 
cuts. 

These things we have done on a minimum amount of money. We 
have been able through our many friends in allied industries to get 
national coverage in these endeavors. Therefore, we feel we are 
qualified to state that we know what could be done in the field of 
promotion, nutrition, education and research for the homemaker and 
consumer if we had a legal systematic way of collecting funds for the 
promotion of the product we produce. 
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We feel that the investment we have in land and cattle is worthy 
of proper financial support from our own industry; and that we should 
not have to finance it by asking for donations from our many friends. 

Therefore we are asking for the passage of this amendment to the 
provisions of the Packers and Stockyards Act, so that we may legally 
take a percentage of our own money we receive from the sale of the 
cattle we produce and market to promote our product, as do many 
other agricultural commodities. 

For that reason I urge your support of S. 3538. 

Senator Munpr. Thank you very mue h, Mrs. Burghart. 

Mrs. Lynam? 


STATEMENT OF MRS. O. W. LYNAM, LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, 
AMERICAN NATIONAL CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION, BUR- 
DETTE, KANS. 


Mrs. Lynam. I am Mrs. O. W. Lynam of Burdette, Kans. It so 
happens that I was the first president of the American National Cow 
Belles, and I have traveled over some of the area and know a great 
many cattlewomen. I am also a special member of the legislative 
committee of the American National Cattlemen’s Association at this 
time. It is in behalf of ranchwomen that 1 am speaking briefly for 
the benefit of this bill. 

As vou know, or perhaps most of you don’t realize, women who are 
wives of ranchmen and farmers perhaps know more about the business 
of their husbands than the average wife in other industries. We are 
active partners. Weare bookkeepers. We are errand runners, cooks, 
homemakers, and what have you. 

We are interested in meat production, and I should say here beef 
production because of the food value, its tastiness and palatability, 
its high nutrition, and energizing values. 

We believe that it is good and good for you and that there is a 
story that needs to be told and told more fully. For that reason we 
believe in this bill which we are sponsoring at this time. 

Senator Munpt. Now, you ladies ought to be able to talk with 
more authority than your husbands on the subject of whether or 
not the program that you envisage in this bill could be developed in 
such a manner that the ultimate cost to the American family would be 
less than it would be if you didn’t have a program. 

We have heard the testimony about using lesser cuts and new 
recipes, perhaps, which you show could be made into hot dishes. Is 
there anything vou can add to document the record for our city friends 
that this bill is not going to increase the cost of the household budget? 

Mrs. Burcuarr. Would vou like me to make a statement? 

Senator Munpr. Either one of you, or both. 

Mrs. Burenarrt. In the State of Colorado we had a recipe-of-the- 
week program which we promoted through the grocery stores and 
they kept a very careful tabulation. This promotion was strictly on 
the lesser known cuts of beef, and each week we would notify them 
ahead of time what the cut was so they would have plenty of it. 
They tell us that that increased the sale of those cuts 28.7 percent and 
many times the stores would run out of the cut that we were pro- 
moting because the women would pick up the recipe. They would 
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want to try it, and we were trying to point out that the lesser known 
cuts, the economical cuts, have the same nutrition as the others. 

Senator Munpt. And that would enable them to give their families 
a meat diet on those days with those recipes at less cost than if they 
had bought the choicer cuts; is that correct? 

Mrs. Bureuart. Yes, sir; and on the bottom of each recipe was 
given the total cost per serving. 

Senator Munpt. ‘That is very interesting. Very good. 

Is there anything you want to add, Mrs. Lynam? 

Mrs. Lynam. We are very grateful to the National Livestock and 
Meat Board for this free recipe book which we have been able to 
distribute in large quantities which also carries receipes for the lesser 
cuts of beef, and, of course, our own cookbook which we sell, but these 
free booklets are very effective and the women are using them. 

Senator Munpr. Good. Thank you both. 

Judge Montague, I understand that you and your committee of 
experts have made an analysis of the report—wait a minute. The 
clerk called my attention that there was another witness whose name 
I didn’t see. Mr. Barlow. 

He had to leave. All right. 

Judge, we are very happy to hear from your committee. 

Mr. Houserr. Mr. Chairman, while the judge is coming in, may 
I say there are men, individuals, here who would like to file their 
report. Would you accept their report? 

Senator Munpr. We will be happy to, and all you need to do to 
get your report incorporated is to hand it to Mr. Kendall before you 
leave the room. If there are any of you who want to testify publicly, 
or anybody on either side of this, for the bill or against it, who wants 
to be heard, regardless of whether you checked in through Mr. Holbert, 
I will be happy to hear you immediately after we listen to Judge 
Montague. 

Mr. Houserr. | think a lot of the farmers are here. I know they 
are. And those—I believe most of the people here are in favor of 
the bill. They want to support the bill. Would it be all right if I 
asked for a show of hands to show you how many people here support 
the bill? 

Senator Munpt. All right. 

Mr. Houtserr. Hold up your hands, the people who are support- 
ing the bill. [Show of hands.] 

We want to say we know that you went to a lot of trouble to set up 
this hearing for us and we appreciate it very much because we are 
here on our own time and we need to get back home and I know it 
was through your efforts mainly that this hearing was set up this 
afternoon, and as a group we want to thank you, sir. 

Senator Munpr. Thank you, Mr. Holbert. 

All right, Judge Montague. You are an old friend. Go ahead. 


STATEMENT OF J. G. MONTAGUE, ATTORNEY FOR THE TEXAS & 
SOUTHWEST CATTLE RAISERS ASSOCIATION, FORT WORTH, 
TEX. 


Mr. Montacur. Thank you, Senator. It is an honor to be your 
friend. 

My name is J. G. Montague, Fort Worth, Tex., and I am attorney 
for the Texas & Southwest Cattle Raisers Association. 
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This statement, Mr. Chairman, is partly to be read from a written 
report and the stenographer has not finished writing all of it, but 
may bring it to me before I finish with it. Otherwise, I will finish 
orally. 

Upon the opening of the hearing today with reference to the bill, 
S. 3538, by Senator Mundt and others, the report from the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture on this bill was read by Senator Mundt, acting 
as chairman in the absence of the chairman. The report was dated 
April 16, 1958, and was signed by True D. Morse, Acting Secretary 
of Agriculture. 

The acting chairman thereupon requested that the group appearing 
before the committee at this time in support of the proposed legislation 
make a study of the report as submitted by Acting Secretary Morse 
and give to the committee its comments upon that report, and this 
letter is our response to the request made by Senator Mundt. 


Comments: In the second paragraph of Secretary Morse’s report, 
he makes this statement: 


The bill further provides that the consignor shall be informed of the amount 
of this deduction and to whom it is to be paid and that this sum shall be returned 


to him upon request made within 30 days. 
The report wholly fails to refer to the additional safeguard and 
ot for the consignor that is contained in section 318 of the 
ill and being found on lines 6 to line 9 of page 2 of S. 3538. This 


provision reads as follows: 


Provided further, That no deduction shall be made if the shipper so instructs the 
market agency prior to time of sale or accounting therefor. 


We who support the proposed legislation find it hard to explain 
how the Acting Secretary either overlooked or purposely neglected to 
include in his report any reference to this double safeguard for the 
shipper or consignor. 

In the third paragraph of the report, the Acting Secretary says: 

The Department recognizes the problem to which this bill is addressed and is not 
opposed to the passage of an amendment to the Packers and Stockyards Act which 


would clarify the situation. 

The choice of the word “clarify” is unfortunate. The problem con- 
fronting us, and being the problem we are trying to solve, is startlingly 
clear now, and needs nothing in the world to make it clearer. What 
this bill represents is the effort of producers of livestock to rectify the 
situation and we are not in any wise interested in clarifying it. 

Following the previous quoted section of the report, the Acting 
Secretary says: 

We do, however, have reservation as to the number and variety of uncoordinated 
efforts which might develop under the proposed amendment. 

The phraseology used has a most familiar ring. It is verbatim the 
language used by the sole and only farm organization that appeared 
before the House Committee on Agriculture m opposition to the com- 
panion bill pending before that committee, and there is certainly 
warrant for the assumption that this language must have been inspired 
by that source. 

In answer to this suggestion of a criticism, the proponents of this 
bill would point out to the committee that at the present time the 
livestock industry is unique in that it is the only industry against 
which there is a statutory prohibition precluding it from operating as 
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does every other agricultural industry. At the present time, indus- 
tries, such as cotton, poultry, dairy, rice, and many, many others, 
have organized themselves on the groad base for the purpose of pro- 
moting their respective commodities. The provisions of the Packers 
and Stockyards Act prevent the livestock mdustry from doing just 
that. S. 3538 would remove this restriction, and if that restriction is 
removed, we feel confident that the men and women of the livestock 
industry are of sufficient intelligence to be able to do in their industry 
what the people of other industries have done for themselves. We 
do not feel that we should be condemned as being so moronic that we 
cannot handle our own money in such a way that our own business 
interest will be served. In addition to this, we respectfully point out 
to the committee that this very legislation is before this committee 
as a result of nationwide coordination of effort from every phase and 
every segment of the livestock industry. 

The appearance of approximately a hundred people before this 
committee, some cattle, some sheep, scme swine and people from 
various segments of those respective industries, is a perfect demon- 
stration of the cooperative effort on the part of all the livestock people 
of the country. They have coordinated their efforts in the very pro- 
duction of the effort that brings about this legislation. If they can 
coordinate themselves in that way, they can most certainly coordinate 
themselves in the organization of a plan to implement themselves 
under this legislation if it becomes a law. 

If this impediment to their efforts is removed, their power of coop- 
eration and coordination is certainly demonstrated by their efforts 
in this bill itself. 

Now, one further comment with reference to the bill is the language 
used by the Secretary, the Acting Secretary, in the large part of page 
1 of his report. It appears that it is the intent of the proposed 
amendment that such an organization would be covered by the 
phrase ‘livestock producer sponsored association or organization.” 
We would so interpret that phrase. However, it would seem advisable 
that any such amendment should make it clear that the association 
or organization in question is not limited to one solely sponsored by 
the livestock producers. The objection raised by Acting Secretary 
Morse is to the proposition that the language of the bill at present 
says that the organization or association that would handle the funds 
must be sponsored by livestock producers. The money that would be 
raised is the livestock producers’ money. It is their own money. 
It isn’t anybody else’s money. It isn’t the processors’ money, it 
isn’t the retailers’ money. It is the money of the producers and it 
is commonsense that the producers, if they save money to be used, 
if they furnished the money, they should control the organization that 
handles that money. 

I think that objection i is hypercritical on the part of the Secretary. 
I don’t think it is justified from circumstances and I think the action 
of the people who sponsor this bill in supporting the idea that it must 
be producer-sponsored is most natural and I would very much oppose 
any change of that language in the bill. 

Senator Munpr. Thank you very much indeed, Judge. I think 
you have made a very penetrating and persuasive analysis of the letter 
from Mr. Morse. And I think it is significant to note for the record 
that while the Secretary’s letter does not approve the passage of the 
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legislation, neither does it specifically disapprove of it. Frequently, 
we get reports from the Department of Agriculture which either say 
we have no objection to the passage of the bill or which very definitely 
says we oppose the passage of the bill. This raises some points, makes 
some criticism but it does not conclude by saying that the Department 
opposes the legislation. 

Mr. Smith of South Carolina has a word or two for us. 

Identify yourself for the record, please. 


STATEMENT OF B. R. SMITH, PRESIDENT, SOUTH CAROLINA 
LIVESTOCK COUNCIL, GREEN POND, S. C. 


Mr. Smiru. I am B. R. Smith, Green Pond, 8. C., and I represent a 
multitude of organizations from South Carolina, namely, the South 
Carolina Livestock Council, of which I am president. I am immedi- 
ate past president of the South Carolina Livestock Producers Associa~ 
tion and also now a member of the board of directors. I represent 
the hereford breeders of South Carolina, I represent the angus breeders, 
the shorthorn breeders and all breeds of the swine industry in South 
Carolina, as well as the sheep industry. So I have got a lot of responsi- 
bility on my shoulders here as you can see. 

But be that as it may, I would like to emphasize one thing, that I 
am here not only to represent the various organizations named here. 
I am here representing myself as much so as anything else, because I 
am a cattle producer. I stock and feed cattle wad also run some 
hogs in the feed lots. I, therefore, feel I am qualified to make a 
statement not only for the organizations but also for myself. 

We, in South Carolina, feel that a program of any nature although 
at this time it is not jeopardized too much, simply because we only 
have one stockyard in the State that is under the Packers and Stock- 
yard Act, but as I made the statement yesterday and as our good 
friend, Mr. Forest Noel, made from Montana, we are violating one 
of our country’s laws by going ahead and making the deduction at 
that market. We feel that the producers themselves make the 
decision as to whether we collect those funds at that market or not 
and that man is willing to go ahead and make that deduction at that 
market, on request of his producers who are his sole means of support 
and keeping in operation. 

Now, it has been hashed about for not just yesterday and today 
but this is the third year that I have been up here pounding this 
pavement around here and stomping up and down the halls talking 
to people. I have enjoyed it. It has been tiresome but I have en- 
joyed every minute of it because I find in Washington we have got 
a heap better man than we thought we had when we sent him up here. 
They are good clear-thinking people. They are people who do justice 
if they understand the issue at hand which it is our responsibility 
from the various communities and districts and councils of our State 
to bring you the story as it actually is, and that is my purpose, to 
come up here from South Carolina today to present to you with these 
other folks from other States this story and also to ask you and the 
other members of this committee and the Members of the Senate of 
our United States, to remove an obstacle which we know was not 
intentionally inserted in the Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921. 
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We know full well it was an oversight and we think you will appre- 
ciate that fact and will help us to remove it so that we can go ahead 
with a self-help program, with a program that will keep the livestock 
people of the United States from being panhandlers like some of our 
other commodity people are today, taking support prices and taking 
subsidies here and there and everywhere else. It has taken the pride 
out of a good many of our farmers and we in the livestock industry 
are proud of our industry. We are proud of ourselves. We are proud 
of the fact that we have been intelligent enough to bring it as far as 
it is. We are proud of the fact that we have been able to keep our 
industry on a pretty stable footing and keep it certainly from under 
Government control and Government subsidies. And we ask that the 
laws of our country allow us not to be lawbreakers and allow us to 
o a job that we feel perfectly capable of doing if we are allowed to 

0 so. 

I would like in just a brief minute to attack a couple of the objections 
that our opponents have; namely, the Farm Bureau. 

That in my State we feel in the livestock industry that these 
organizations named here represent at least 90 percent of the pro- 
ducers of that State. Therefore, that leaves 10 percent to be repre- 
sented by somebody but I doubt that our South Carolina Farm 
Bureau Federation represents all of the 10 percent left, and as my 
statement here and as this letter of authorization states I have the 
authority to say that those organizations represent the livestock 
industry of the United States. 

Now, here it has been brought out by Judge Montague and probably 
it isn’t any use for me to repeat it, but I think that there is no one 
that could request a checkoff for promotion purposes. I wonder if 
when the poultry and egg boys decided to take that checkoff or 
deduction we rarely refer to it in the livestock industry as a deduction 
as you suggested in the beginning, but I wonder if they went to the 
trouble to take into consideration that there may be one or more 
organizations to administer those funds. Did they come to Congress? 
Did they come to the Senate and ask for hearings to prohibit those 
people from doing that? No, they didn’t. They let them go ahead 
because they knew they couldn’t do anything about it. 

No. 2. There was no limit to the amount of deduction that 
could be made for promotion purposes or for research. I wonder if 
the Farm Bureau went to the dairy association and asked them if 2 
cents a hundred pounds would be enough to carry on their promotion 
program, and if they did do it I wonder what the answer was. I 
think at the outset the answer was simply this, that the dairy asso- 
ciation did not know how much money it would take. They probably 
had a plan. I don’t think they had a complete plan because I don’t 
think they knew where they could go or what they were going to 
do at the very beginning. 

Therefore, they simply told their producers that they could help 
them and to give us the money and let us see. They may reduce 
that amount or they may increase it. 

No. 3. It is doubtful that the livestock and meat board could 
qualify as a producer-sponsor association or organization. Mr. Jay 
Taylor who has been on the board of directors of the National Live- 
stock and Meat Board, an organization that I have the utmost 
respect for and I am one of the few people in South Carolina who 
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donate to the National Livestock and Meat Board and I would like 
to make this statement here, that as I stated earlier, we have only 
one posted stockyard in the State of South Carolina. 

The most money that the National Livestock and Meat Board has 
ever received from the State of South Carolina in one 12-month period 
has been $766. That isn’t a fair share for what we are getting back 
out of this national livestock and meat, but we do not have but one 
market there and he does do it. He takes it out and sends it in, 
but his volume is not great enough to exceed that $766. 

The South Carolina Livestock Council since it has been in operation 
16 months just recently sent the National Livestock and Meat Board 
a check for $260, that is $260 that they wouldn’t have gotten had the 
producers not been willing to put that m there. So, therefore, we are 
not in South Carolina jeopardizing the National Livestock and Meat 
Board program by putting in a deduction system. 

It says that they doubt that it is a producer-sponsored organization. 
Mr. Taylor testified, and I am sure the record speaks for itself in the 
meat board, that of $1,102,000 which was contributed in 1957, seven 
hundred thousand-some-odd dollars of that money came from pro- 
ducers. In other words, that is clear to see that the packers of this 
country are not coming up with their half of the money. Otherwise 
that money would have been more. 

So I say that they have no argument there. Of course, that is for 
the Senate to decide. But I am merely trying to point out that we 
have an organization who is supported by members like myself. I 
have been a member of the South Carolina Farm Bureau Federation 
for 15 years, and I have a card that I carry around with me, and I 
intend to remain a Farm Bureau member. They have programs that 
are good. They have programs that help our farmers, and I shall 
continue to support people, but I shall also continue to criticize 
something, or at least I shall continue to criticize them for opposing 
a program which to me is something that they have never been able 
to do for us, and that is to promote any of our products. 

They don’t take any of our money that we send in for membership 
and use it for promotional purposes. They set up a lot of it to set 
up big offices—they have a lot of them in Washington to fight us. ‘The 
thing we are trying to do is to keep the Government from having to 
supply money for us to continue to operate on. 

Now, we have entered into a promotional program, too, in South 
Carolina with the amount of funds we have had. We feel that our 
promotion has been very successful. 

I can give you one example. For instance, in Walterboro, which 
is my hometown—I live just 23 miles south of Walterboro—we put 
on our first program, and that store, which is owned and operated by 
the Colonial Chain Store Corp., in that store we increased the sale 
of South Carolina meat by 1,162 pounds of beef and 526 pounds of 
pork in one weekend, Friday and Saturday, and that they said to us 
was over and above a normal weekend. 

We can sell our product but we have to have some money to do it. 
Therefore, I should like, on behalf of the organizations listed here. 
and myself as a farmer and as a livestock producer, I would like 
very much to have you see fit to report this out of committee and 
ask the Senate to please remove this obstruction in this amendment 
to the Packers and Stockyards Act, commonly known as S. 3538. 
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Senator Munopr. If there are any others who wish to be heard, we 
will hear you now. 


Mr. Housert. If any of you people would like to be heard, Senator 
Mundt will be glad to hear from you. 


Senator Munpr. All right. Come forward and give your name to 
the clerk. 


(Letter presented by Mr. Smith from the South Carolina Livestock 
Producers Association is as follows:) 


Moors, 8. C., April 12, 1958. 
Mr. B. R. Smita, 


President, South Carolina Livestock Council, 
Green Pond, S. C. 


Dear Mr. Smita: This letter officially authorizes you to represent the South 
Carolina Livestock Producers Association at the hearing on market deduction 
legislation before the House Agriculture Committee in Washington on April 15, 
1958. As a past president and a present member of the board of directors of this 
association, you are familiar with the market deduction program as planned, pro- 
moted, supported, and participated in by the South Carolina Livestock Producers. 

The South Carolina Livestock Producers Association is the overall organization 
representing the beef cattle, swine, and sheep producers of the State. It is com- 
posed of affiliated county lifestock producer groups, affiliated State breed associa- 
tion groups, and interested individual livestock producers. 

This association began an active program for the improvement and promotion 
of the South Carolina livestock and meat industry early in 1955. The meeting to 
initiate a program was held on June 22, 1955, with representatives of all interested 
groups attending. Another meeting sponsored by the marketing interests was 
held later in the year. A livestock advancement committee was appointed to 
make a thorough study of the possibilities of organizing a definite program and 
submit a plan of financing such a prozram. 

The livestock advancement committee submitted a suggested plan of financing 
a program through a voluntary market deduction of 10 cents per head on cattle, 
5 cents per head on hogs and 2% cents per head on sheep and lambs. This plan 
was endorsed by this association on March 6, 1956. This association also approved 
the committee’s recommendation that the South Carolina Livestock Council be 
formed to handle the voluntary market deduction and conduct the educational and 
promotional program. 

The South Carolina Livestock Council was organized in August 1956 with the 
wholehearted cooperation of the livestock producers in South Carolina and the 

ledged support of markets and packers. The market deduction program began 

anuary 1, 1957, on a voluntary basis. The livestock producers are supporting 
the program, as the records will indicate, and most of the progressive markets 
and packers are cooperating in handling the voluntary deductions. 

The livestock producers marketing livestock throuzh a market operating under 
the provisions of the ‘Packers and Stockyards Act” are at a distinct disadvantage 
in not being able to participate in their promotional program for the livestock 
they produce. 

In behalf of the livestock producers in South Carolina, please emphasize to the 
committee that there is a definite need for a passage of permissive market deduc- 
tion legislation, such as H. R. 11330, in order for livestock producers to actively 
participate in a program for the improvement and promotion of their livestock 
and meat products. This legislation should be permissive legislation which will 
enable livestock producers to plan and conduct their own program for their own 
industry and we believe that H. R. 11330 and other identical bills now before the 
House will provide this. 

I regret that I cannot be with you in person at the hearing on the 15th. 

Very truly yours, 


Exuis Monrog, President. 


+ Say urreaeeee 
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STATEMENT OF RAYMOND PIM, IOWA BEEF PRODUCERS ASSOCIA- 
TION, LUCAS, IOWA 


Mr. Pim. I am Raymond Pim of Iowa, a farmer, a Hereford breeder, 
and a life-long member of the Farm Bureau. I belong to the Iowa 
Hereford Association, the American Hereford Association, and I am 
a member of the lowa Beef Producers Association. 

In the past I have served 4 years as vice president of the Lucas 
County Farm Bureau; served 4 years as president of the Farm Bu- 
reau, Lucas County Farm Bureau, and two different times I repre- 
sented Iowa as a voting director at the American Farm Bureau 
national convention. I served two terms in the lowa Legislature. 
We are only asking that the law permit us to do this checkoff and 
make it legal. We are asking that we might do something for our- 
selves. It is my belief that this will give us a chance to advertise 
and promote our product and develop new markets, both domestic 
and foreign. 

I would like to take a sideline here. We have a man in Iowa who 
is executive secretary of the American Soybean Association who has 
done a marvelous job promoting our products, the soybean products 
overseas, and he tells me that there is a great chance to promote some 
of our beef products. 

Now, he doesn’t have much hope that we could promote the sale 
and consumption of much more beef in Europe. But he said there is 
a terrific potential for more lard over there and those people like our 
American lard if they can get it the way they want it, as a spread for 
their bread as we use butter in this country. 

This gives us a chance to help ourselves. 

Now, this morning I contacted a representative from the New York 
group and one of the first things he said to me was that he liked 
to have a farmer come in and ask him to do somethlIng for themselves. 
He said that the eastern consumer feels like the farmer is being sub- 
sidized beyond any reason and he said that when farmers come in with 
legislation any more, that that is the first thing he hears. And he was 
very grateful to hear some farmer coming in wanting to help himself. 

We feel or I feel that if we can get this program rolling, we can work 
toward getting the farm problem out of Washington back into our own 
hands. 

Now, I would like to make a statement about the Farm Bureau 
because, as I said at the beginning, I have given a good many hours of 
time over the years to the Farm Bureau work and | still believe that it 
is thoroughly—and [I still intend to remain a member and work for it. 
But the way the Farm Bureau policies are formed, we go out each 
year in the counties and write up resolutions, present them to the 
State convention, and there the resolutions are written and they con- 
sider all the resolutions which come in from the counties to make a 
State program, and then that group of resolutions is the program 
that the Farm Bureau works on for that year. 

Only yesterday I met a friend of mine who has been and is still, 
when the legislature is in session in Iowa, one of the Farm Bureau 
lobbyists, and in greeting me, he said, well, I suppose you are in here 
working for the checkoff, and I said yes, and we would like to get you 
off our necks. He said, allright. He said, you know that we have to 
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work against you because our resolutions say that we are opposed 


toit. Now, he said, if you want to go home and get resolutions written 
in favor of it, then we will be for it. 


And I think that is a challenge to the livestock men. I think that 
is one of the places where we fall down because I know that if I were 
to have worked in my county, I am very satisfied that with a little 
presentation at our county meeting, I could have gotten a resolution 
passed in favor of this, and I shirked my duty. 

I believe that is about all I have to say, and thank you. 

Senator Munpt. Thank you very much. That was very inter- 
esting. 

Does that cover everybody now either for or against? If so, we 
thank you all for coming. That was very healthy, very illuminating 


and a very educational hearing. I will be happy to report it to the 
full committee. 


Mr. Howsert. We all thank you, Senator Mundt. 
(Whereupon, at 4:35 p. m., the hearing was closed.) 
(Additional statements filed for the record are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE HoNORABLE L. R. Houck, LiguTENANT GOVERNOR OF 
Souta Dakota 


The majority of the income in South Dakota is from livestock and livestock 
products. 

The South Dakota Beef Council has been in operation since 1954 for the pur- 
pose of promoting the meat industry. The council is composed of directors from 
all segments of the meat industry, which handles all funds and permits each seg- 
ment to promote its own individual product. The present deduction is on cattle 
only with 2 cents to the meat board, 2 cents to the State, and 1 cent allocated for 
national promotion. 

We are agreed that in any successful promotional campaign, it is necessary to 
have a stable source of income. At present, this state is restricted from making 
deductions at Federal markets for this purpose. I feel that it is vitally necessary 
for the welfare of this State to amend the Packers and Stockyards Act. There- 
fore, I endorse the passage of H. R. 11330 and Senate bill 3528, which enabling 
legislation would place us in a position to provide for a voluntary deduction for 
the research and promotion of livestock and livestock products. 

From the studies of the fact finding committee of the American National Cattle 
Association, of which I am privileged to be a member, I am of the opinion that one 
of the solutions to our problem of obtaining a larger share of the consumers’ dollar 
is in the promotion of our product. 

Although we are now enjoying favorable prices for our product, we should take 
steps at this time to keep market prices favorable by setting up a constructive 
promotional program. 


STATEMENT OF WILBUR L. PLAGER, SECRETARY-TREASURER, AMERICAN 
YORKSHIRE CiuB, LAFAYETTE, IND. 


As a farmer who is producing 400 to 500 hogs on my farm per year, and past 
secretary of the Iowa Swine Producer’s Association, also past President of the 
National Swine Growers Council and now secretary of the American Yorkshire 
Club, I wish to take this opportunity to encourage favorable support for the 
permissive legislation for market deductions on livestock to be made by the 
producers’ organization. I believe this is the first and most essential step in 
producers being able to help themselves. 

Livestock producers have, possibly, been the most democratic and self-sustaining 
group of people that we have left in the United States. I had the opportunity to 
travel through Europe last summer, including Czechoslavakia, Poland, and 
Russia, behind the Iron Curtain. There are not enouzh of the self-sustaining 
type of people left in this country, and I think we should help forward those who 
are willing to help themselves in taking advantage of opportunities. Livestock 
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producers are the only segments of agriculture who are not permitted this oppor- 
tunity. Your favor or support to this bill that would permit this activity would 
be one of the greatest things to help the livestock producers that has been done 
in a long time. 

My observation last summer showed that the consumer in the United States 
could buy more pounds for less minutes of work than any of the countries that 
we visited, including behind the Iron Curtain. Certainly, a deduction of 5 cents 
on hogs, or any deduction that is proposed, would be very insignificant in the final 
cost of meat to the consumer. The livestock farmer in the United States has not 
been subsidized to any extent in comparison to the livestock producer of Europe. 
The vast majority of livestock producers in the United States would like to kee 
it that way. We solicit your help in so doing, and I am sure that the livestoc 
producer of our country will continue to give the consumer of the United States 
meat at a just and fair price in comparison to any place in the world. I also happen 
to be a director of the National Livestock and Meat Board, and I feel that this 
program will help strengthen the activities of the meat board. 





STATEMENT OF RoseRtT V. SNYDER, PRESIDENT, OnIO Swine CovuNCcIL, 
WILMINGTON, OHIO 


I am Robert V. Snyder, farmer and commercial hog producer in Ohio. I am 
president of the Ohio Swine Council, which represents the Ohio Commercial 
Swine Producers Association, Ohio Swine Breeders and Feeders Association, 
Ohio Swine Improvement Association, a director of the National Swine Council, 
and on the executive committee of the National Swine Council. Iam a director 
of the Clinton County Swine Improvement Committee and director of the Clinton 
County Breeder’s Association. 

I believe the proposed amendment of the Packers and Stockyards Act is very 
democratic. There is nothing compulsory for the producer of the livestock or 
the buyer, which makes it very voluntary. If the shipper does not approve of 
the idea, he does not have to pay it, or he can ask for his money back within 
30 days. 

The amendment is very definitely a self-help program by which we are trying 
to stand on our own two feet, to promote our industry. This money can be used 
for many good purposes. We need a lot of promotion among farmers in the way 
of disease control and education in producing meat-type hogs. Packers should 
be encouraged to do a better job with our products. Retailers could be assisted 
in getting better meat to the public. Housewives could be educated in buying 
meat, cooking meat, and the needs of meat products in the diet. The National 
Livestock and Meat Board, who do this important work in that field, would receive 
more money to carry on this valuable work. 

I have pointed out some of the reasons why I think this is a good amendment. 
We feel it is good because it provides an opportunity for us to help ourselves and 
not depend on the Government to solve our problems. 





STATEMENT OF GORDON VAN VLECK, CALIFORNIA CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION, 
SLouGHHOuUSE, CALIF. 


I am Gordon Van Vleck, of Sloughhouse, Calif. I operate a cattle ranch, and 
appear before you as the representative of the California Cattlemen’s Association, 
the universally recognized spokesman for the beef-cattle industry of California. 

During the past year, the California Legislature approved legislation establish- 
ing the California Beef Council, composed of 19 representatives of the cattlemen, 
dairymen, and cattle feeders of the State. This council is appointed by the 
director of agriculture from nominations made by the industry. This beef 
council is authorized to collect, through the brand inspection service of the depart- 
ment of agriculture, a fee of 10 cents per head on cattle changing ownership. 
Funds collected are to be used only for research, education, and the promotion of 
beef and beef products. 

This law includes a provision that a producer who does not want to contribute 
to the program may ask for and receive an exemption certificate, which permits 
him to market his cattle without a deduction being made. However, it is my 
understanding that less than 5 percent of our producers have requested such 
exemption. This, I believe, is a strong indication of general support of the 
program. 








68 MEAT PROMOTION PROGRAMS 


Some decisions and opinions of the Packers and Stockyards Administration, 
with regard to some other States attempting to conduct similar beef-promotion 
fund-raising campaigns, causes us to wonder if the Packers and Stockyards 
Administration might render an adverse opinion concerning the operation of our 
program on posted markets. 

he California cattlemen are obviously favorable to the State law authorizing 
the collection of beef-promotion funds by brand inspectors and we, therefore, 
urge the enactment of H. R. 11330 to clearly establish that interpretations of the 
Packers and Stockyards Act should not interfere with the operation of our 
California law at posted markets in California. 


STATEMENT OF STANLEY Hurst, REPRESENTING THE INDIANA COMMERCIAL 
Pork Propucers ASSOCIATION AND THE JoINT ExEcuTIVE COMMITTEE OF 
THE INDIANA SWINE PRopucERs, MANILLA, IND. 


I am Stanley Hurst, Manilla, Ind., representing Indiana Commercial Pork 
Producers Association and joint executive committee of Indiana swine producers, 
and last (and, probably, least of all), myself, a livestock producer and feeder. 
My livestock program consists of about 150 head market cattle, 700 to 800 hogs, 
and 100 lambs per year. 

Speaking primarily for the swine groups mentioned above, the passage of bills 
to permit market deductions for cattle, sheep, and swine to further research and 
ne of the red meats would certainly help the livestock producers of 

ndiana. 

Promotion of the swine industry of Indiana and all States should, first, con- 
centrate on research to obtain a higher quality product and a much more efficient 
production of swine. Indiana swine producers feel that more effort is needed 
to improve the quality and efficiency of pork production than a pork-sales pro- 
motion through advertising. We feel that tie swine industry needs to improve 
its quality before trying to advertise a somewhat inferior product. A higher 
quality product would do much toward selling itself. 

Education through swine-testing stations, on-the-farm testing, and marketing 
at proper weights would speed up the quality program for the swine industry. 

No reduction of funds would or should be taken from the National Livestock 
and Meat Board. This organization has done an outstanding job with the red 
meats, and an increase of funds to said organization should reap greater rewards 
for beef, sheep, and swine people. 

The passage of these bills merely gives the right to our own organizations to 
sponsor and finance themselves in promotion and research, which is certainly 
needed in establishing a stronger and more efficient industry. 

To further summarize, we are merely asking that restrictions be removed so 
that we may promote ourselves the same way dairy, poultry, and other farm 
commodity groups have been so successfully doing. 





STATEMENT OF Lynn C. THompson, CLARION, IOWA 


My name is Lynn Thompson. I live in north central Iowa, Wright County 
near the town of Clarion. I practice general farming, raising market hogs and 
purebred Holstein cattle, as well as crops. I am past president of the Wright 
County Farm Bureau, former director of Iowa State Brand Creameries, Inc., 
and I am president of our local cooperative creamery. I have served as a mem- 
ber and vice president of the Iowa Dairy Industry Commission. This com- 
mission, by checkoff from the producer at the point of sale, during the months 
of May and June, collects one-half cent per pound of butterfat for general promo- 
tion and education. This money is divided as follows: 65 percent through the 
American Dairy Association and 35 percent by the commission for use in Lowa. 
This collection is mandatory, but with a provision in the law making it possible 
for the producer to receive his money back by making proper application. He 
does not receive this checkoff money back through the processor or handler, but 
through the commission. The checkoff has the full cooperation and consent 
of the producer as evidence by the fact that the collections have been steadily 
increasing and those producers asking for refunds have been less and less. Collee- 
tions for the year 1957 were over $410,597.14 and refunds were only something 
over $2,800. 
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I do not think any segment of the livestock industry should depend on a purely 
voluntary checkoff. I mean by this, when the producer has the choice at the mar- 
ket place to decide whether or not he wishes to contribute to the general promo- 
tion of livestock products. He should, however, have the opportunity of receiving 
his checkoff money back but only through the agency which directs the spending 
of this money. The reason is twofold. First, the producer is not influenced by 
the livestock buyer and, second, it gives the promotional agency direct contact 
with those who wish their money back to explain to them why their help and 
money is needed. This method has worked very successfully here in Iowa by the 
Iowa Dairy Industry Commission in their handling of refunds. Many times 
when the producer understands how his money is to be spent, he does not bother 
to complete his refund application. 

My cash hog income has usually been larger than from my dairying operations. 
It hasn’t been until recently that the livestock producers, other than dairymen, 
have become fully aware that they will not only have to strengthen their educa- 
tional program through the National Livestock and Meat Board, but will have 
to advertise, merchandise, do research on marketing and carry on a general 
promotional campaign to the consumer. I feel the only successful way this can 
be done is through a national checkoff on all cattle, hogs, and sheep at point of 
sale. 

This program should be wholly financed and managed by the producer. Only 
in this way can he be sure that the money that is collected is ae. put to the 
use for which it is intended and he will never get a fair price for his products 
until he does. The livestock producer should be given the right to collect this 
checkoff from himself, regardless of any other plan to stabilize livestock prices. 
While I feel that it is the Government’s duty to help those who cannot help 
themselves, I am convinced that if the livestock and dairy industries and other 
commodity groups are given certain enabling laws which they now desire, it 
would only be a matter of time until most farm programs could be turned back 
to the producer for administration and financing. 

The grain producer, livestock producer, and caecind (many farmers are all 
of these) are all dependent on each other. The prosperity of each means a 
prosperous and efficient agriculture. 

Thank you very much. 





STATEMENT OF Hers Pike, Iowa Swine PrRopucERS ASSOCIATION, 
Wuirtine, Iowa 


In the swine industry it appears we need to do four things: 

1. Standardize and improve the quality of product. 

2. Assure processors an adequate day-to-day supply. 

3. Level out the year-to-year boom-or-bust swings in production. 

4. Try to develop new markets, especially abroad. 

Much good educational work has been done along these lines by the USDA, 
State colleges and processors, but progress has been slow and uncoordinated. 

Following the pattern in the broiler industry, vertical integration (or contract 
farming) has been advoated as a means of improving hog production and market- 
ing. Producers would contract directly with packers for delivery of quality hogs 
at specified times and would be assisted by packers, and even feed dealers, with 
management help and financing. While integration threatens to upset the 
status quo as regards established producers, markets, processors and even tradi- 
tional hog-producing areas, such changes will come if integration proves it can 
contribute to greater efficiency. 

Of great concern to producers, however, is how a more integrated swine industry 
will be controlled. Can a large number of individual producers organize to 
bargain effectively with other segments of the industry or will feed manufacturers 
and packers make most of the management decisions, encourage chronic over- 
production, and reduce the producer to the status of a “sharehogger’’? 

If hog producers are to have effective organization we think they will need a 
fair and industrywide method of financing, such as a checkoff when livestock 
goes to market. At least, that is the way other producer groups (dairy, poultry, 
cotton) have built strong marketing organizations with top management personnel 
rar ogi to those found in the processing and merchandizing phases of the 
industry. 

It is impossible to predict what changes are coming in swine production, and 
how fast they will come, but it is most unfair that producers are hampered by an 
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outmoded law restricting them from using an adequate method of raising funds. 
We ought to anticipate what turn integration will take and be ready to maintain 
some degree of control over our own business. 

Finally, I would like to see livestock production retained on family farms, but 
only through effective marketing organizations will they be able to compete— 
qualitywise and pricewise—with large specialty farms. Livestock production is 
still the best way to intensify production and increase family income on a given 
number of acres. Livestock complements crop production to make year-around 
employment and offers a better solution familywise and communitywise than 
an off-farm job or Government subsidies to underemployed farm operators. 





STATEMENT OF KeitH E. Myers, Executive Secretary, NatTionaL SwINB 
Growers CounciLt, Grunpy CENTER, Iowa 


The National Swine Growers Council is an organization made up of 30 member 
States. These 30 States produce 96.5 percent of all the hogs grown and marketed 
in the United States. 

The livestock producers of this Nation find themselves in a most unique 
position. To our knowledge, we are the only producers of an agricultural 
commodity who find it necessary to come to the Congress of the United States 
to ask for the right to finance programs of education, research, and promotion 
of our commodities in the same manner available to all other agricultural 
producers. 

Even more unique perhaps, is the fact, that we only have to ask for this right 
on a portion of the livestock marketed, for we do have the same method of 
financing available to us on the remainder of the livestock marketed as the 
producers of other agricultural commodities. 

First of all, what is this method of financing that is denied to livestock producers 
on some livestock marketed and yet is available to livestock producers on other 
livestock marketed? 

I think it can be best illustrated by using examples. 

Let us take a brief look at the program of the American Dairy Association. 
After conducting the necessary educational program with the producers of dairy 
products in a given area, they notify the producers in that area that beginning 
the next pay period, or on some specified date, that a setaside of 2 cents per 
hundredweight of milk or one-half cent per pound of butterfat marketed will be 
made by the plant or organization through which they market. 

At the same time, the producer is told that he can refuse to participate if it is 
his desire not to do so. I have before me a typical brochure that is used by the 
American Dairy Association in which is stated, ‘‘As a convenience to you, no 
action on your part is necessary unless you should not wish to take part. If 
you refuse to participate, notify the plant or organization through which you 
market.” 

The poultry and egg producers use a similar method to that of the American 
Dairy Association. I have here a brochure of the Poultry and Egg National 
Board entitled ‘‘The Egg Checkoff—10 Cents Per Case in March.” This bro- 
chure explains the program of the Poultry and Egg National Board and how a 
checkoff of ten cents per case of eggs (30 dozen) will be made during the month 
of March. 

This same brochure contains the words, “If you do not wish to participate in 
the program, notify your egg buyer in advance and no deduction will be made.’’ 

Gentlemen, there is one reason, and one reason only, why we are here, and that 
is to ask that we, the livestock producers of this Nation, be given the right to 
finance our programs in the same manner as the producers in the examples I 
have just given and of which there are many, many others. 

In the passage of a badly needed and most worthwhile act of this Congress 
(the Packers and Stockyards Act) 37 years ago, and the regulations issued there- 
under, this right was unintentionally taken from the livestock producers who sell 
on markets coming under the supervision of the Packers and Stockyards Act. 

Before going further I would like to call to your attention what I consider 
to be a most significant point, especially as it pertains to swine. As mentioned 
earlier, all livestock sold is not sold in markets coming under the Packers and 
Stockyards Act of 1921 and its regulations. In fact, only 1 out of 3 hogs marketed 
annually are marketed in markets that come under the regulations of the Packers 
and Stockyards Act. 

The last year for which I have records (1955-56) shows that of the 81,058,000 
head of hogs slaughtered, only 27,038,323 head were marketed in those markets 
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under the Packers and Stockyards Act. The remaining 54,019,677 head were 
marketed in markets other than the “posted markets,’’ the term used in defining 
markets coming under the regulations of the Packers and Stockyards Act. 

In general, then, it can be said that the marketing of livestock falls into two 
broad groups: livestock marketed through posted markets—those markets coming 
under the Packers and Stockyards Act and its regulations—and livestock sold in 
other than posted markets. 

The proposed legislation is an amendment to the Packers and Stockyards Act 
and therefore can only apply to that livestock sold coming under its laws and 
regulations. . 

We have been accused of asking for a compulsory market deduction bill. The 
opponents of this legislation have attempted to present it as a compulsory bill. 
Let me tell you that if the swine industry were looking for compulsory market 
deduction legislation, we are not so stupid as to be interested in only 1 out of 
every 3 hogs marketed as a source of funds. 

To our knowledge, there isn’t one single law or regulation preventing us from 
developing a program of financing, such as used by the American Dairy Associ- 
ation, the Poultry and Egg National Board, and by many others, on the swine 
sold on other than the posted markets—on 2 out of every 3 hogs marketed annually. 

The right to develop this method of financing producer programs of education, 
research, and promotion on livestock sold on other than posted markets as well 
as on all other agricultural commodities has neither been given by Congress nor 
has it been denied, except unintentionally in the case of livestock sold on the 
posted markets. It is for this reason we are interested in and favor the proposed 
legislation, for in its passage all livestock marketed would be on a comparable 
basis insofar as developing market deduction programs are concerned, 

In an effort to confuse the real reason for this legislation and to secure its 
defeat, there are those who claim that such legislation is not necessary—that 
there is nothing in the act to prevent the development of voluntary market 
deduction programs now. These people fail to point out that what they really 
mean is that the deduction can be made only upon prior authorization of the 
livestock producers to the market agency. This has been interpreted to mean 
written authorization. 

We fully appreciate that prior or written authorization would remove any 
question as to legality. However, let us examine this a bit. 

I wish to quote from a letter dated September 3, 1957, from R. L. Farrington, 
General Counsel, Office of the General Counsel, USDA. For your examination 
I have included a copy of the entire letter. 


UnrtTep States DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE—OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL 


Mr. Kerrn E. Myers, 
Office of Executive Secretary, 
National Swine Growers Council, 
Grundy Center, Iowa. 


Dear Mr. Myers: This is with reference to your letter of August 23, 1957, 
relating to the necessity for legislation in connection with proposed voluntary 
meat promotion programs. 

The problem with respect to such programs and the regulatory provisions of the 
Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921, arises from the fact that market agencies at 
stockyards subject to the act serve as agents of sellers of livestock. Their services 
are required to be just and reasonable and they are prohibited by the act from 
engaging in unfair practices in the marketing of livestock. The regulations issued 
pursuant to the act for many years have required that market agencies promptly 
transmit to their principals the net proceeds of sale and a true written account 
of the sale showing all lawful charges deducted. These regulations are based on 
the long-established rule of law that an agent must fully and correctly account 
to his principal for funds received on his behalf and cannot dispose of such funds 
except as authorized by the principal. In the light of this principle of law, it 
is clearly an unfair practice, which is prohibited by the act, for an agent to dispose 
of his principal’s funds without prior authorization from him. Therefore, the 
determination of whether such deductions should be made is for the livestock 
producers themselves to make either by direct authorization or by authorization 
through organizations which have authority to pledge their membership. In the 
light of the foregoing, the Department cannot give approval to the initiation of a 
promotional financing procedure for meat involving deductions from livestock 
shippers’ proceeds in the absence of prior authorization from the shippers. 
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The existence of the National Livestock and Meat Board program and its 
method of financing (the so-called permissive checkoff or deduction system) may 
appear in conflict with the foregoing statement regarding the Packers and Stock- 
yards Act. If such program were proposed for initiation today the Department 
could not give its approval. However, this program has been in effect over 33 
years, having been initiated with practically unanimous support of organizations 
and groups interested in the livestock industry. The legality of the continuance 
of this program must rest upon its long acceptance by the industry so that it has 
become in effect a trade custom and the principle of the law of agency that a 
principal who ratifies or acquiesces in a course of action of his agent over a long 

riod of time is assumed to have given constructive authorized for such action. 

nder such circumstances the principal will not be heard to repudiate retroactively 
the agent’s following of the established course of action. 

I trust this gives you the information you desire with reference to this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. L. Farrineton, 
General Counsel. 


This requirement of prior authorization is not asked of the producers of any 
other agricultural commodity nor is it asked of the producers of livestock who sell 
on other than the posted markets. This is the real issue. All we ask is the same 
right enjoyed by others—a right denied no other group, nor, for that matter, 
given by the Congress of the United States. 

There are those who attempt to cloud over the real purpose of this legislation 
with talk of such things as “failure to name an organization to receive and handle 
the funds,” or ‘‘there being no limit to the number of organizations who might ask 
for the funds” or “‘there being no limit to the amount of the deduction.” 

Gentlemen, to my knowledge, the Congress of the United States has never even 
so much as considered telling the producers of any other agricultural commodities 
how they were to develop their programs, of who was to receive the funds, of how 
they were to be spent, of the amount to be deducted. 

Dairy producers, cotton producers, egg producers, and many, many others have 
developed their own programs in their own way and have solved their own prob- 
lems and we believe that livestock producers are equally capable of doing so. 
All we ask is the right to use the same method they use. The passage of the 
Prypoeed legislation will give us this right. 

e are not asking for Government funds. Livestock producers have been con- 
spicuous throughout the years in this respect. During recent months we have 
been conspicuous in another respect. Fortunately, today, the livestock industry 
is one of the bright spots in the Nation’s agricultural economy, but ominous 
clouds are beginning to appear on the horizon. 

I care not as to the reasons, nor do I care to attempt to affix the blame, but the 
fact remains that our Nation’s granaries are bulging with feed grains and feed is 
cheap. Just as surely as day follows night these cheap feed prices will eventually 
be reflected in cheap livestock prices. Because of the short gestation period, 
prolificacy and early maturity of swine, this problem will be first evident in our 
industry and will eventually spread to others. We're not complaining. We've 
had the problem before. This time we’d like to be a little better prepared. 

Increased production without a corresponding increase in demand is senseless. 
Adequate finances are necessary to do those things that will help increase the 
demand for our products. We would like to be able to use the same method of 
raising these finances that others have used so effectively. 

We know that producer-controlled and financed programs of education, research, 
and promotion are not the complete answer in themselves, nor do we believe that 
they will prevent the lowering of prices even to what might be considered disas- 
trously low prices at times. On the other hand, they represent an honest effort 
on the part of producers to help themselves, a concept long established as being 
important and vital in the growth and development of this Nation. 

All we ask is the right to help ourselves by being able to finance our programs in 
the same manner others have and which has been denied us by an unintentional 
act of the Congress. 





STaTEMENT oF BERNARD F, Kozik, Iowa City, Iowa 


I, Bernard F. Kozik, rent a 640-acre farm in eastern Iowa. I specialize in the 
feeding of cattle. 

In my short 10 years as a farmer, I have noted two trends in agriculture. First, 
the percent of the consumer’s dollar which the farmer receives has dropped from 
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51 percent in 1947 to 40 percent in 1957. At the same time, costs of production 
have risen consistently. Both operating costs and fixed costs have risen over 33 
percent in these 10 years. This trend has served to bring about a marked in- 
crease toward specialization in the field of agriculture. In my own instance it 
has caused me to drop first the poultry enterprise, then the dairy enterprise, and 
finally a substantial decrease in pork production. We have turned to beef feeding 
as our specialty. 

This trend in specialization has caused the farmer to reach a position where 
he is now better represented in Washington, D. C., by a producer organization 
rather than by the American Farm Bureau Federation which is more interested 
in its service-to-member program which is its method of retaining a large per- 
centage of its membership. 

In closing, may I state that 7 of my neighbors, feeding some 1,420 head of 
cattle, voluntarily contributed $196 to help defray my expense here to appear 
before your committee. 

Thank you. May we have your favorable support of S. 3538. 





STATEMENT OF WILLARD D. Brittin, SECRETARY, AMERICAN BERKSHIRE 
ASSOCIATION, SPRINGFIELD, ILL. 


The more than 2,000 active Berkshire breecers in the United States are very 
strongly in favor of the legislation which would make a voluntary market deduc- 
tion program possible on livestock. 

We feel that this legislation should receive the very serious consideration of all 
Members of the Senate in view of the fact that the program merely asks for the 
opportunity of doing something for ourselves. 

f there is anything further we can do to assist, please advise. 


CuEstER Waite Swink Recorp AssociaTIoN, StaTEMENT OF J. MARVIN GARNER, 
Secretary, RocuEstEer, Inp. 


Speaking for a segment of the National Swine Industry, I believe that it is in 
sound judgment that legislation should be passed, approving voluntary deduction 
of fees from the sales of livestock at the markets of the producers own selection. 

I have no argument with the present deduction now being made for the live- 
stock and meat board; however, these funds are not under the direction of the 
folks that are supplying those funds. A check of those people on the board of 
directors will bear this out, if their entire background and connections are made 
known. 

It seems a pity that a segment of the Nation’s economy must be held back in a 
program of self-financed, self-helped, self-promotion, at a time when the Govern- 
ment is under pressure from so many quarters for supports and donations to so 
many programs, 

This program asks no financing help from the Government. It is only asking 
for permission to help themselves. It is easy to understand why you might sus- 
pect such a program, because you folks so seldom hear of a group of business 
people that want to help themselves, instead of asking the Government for pro- 
tective and supporting legislation. 

To my knowledge, the opposition to this program, comes only from those indi- 
viduals and organizations, who have so sadly neglected this portion of their pro- 
grams and fear that the livestock people of this Nation might rise to such a level 
that would endanger their prestige and standing in the Nation’s agriculture. 
Gentlemen, these people asking for this legislation are the Nation’s livestock 
agriculture backbone. Livestock farmers today are not the misguided, misin- 
formed, and uneducated type that you are led to believe. They are fully capable 
of administering their own business, promotion, experimentation, and educational 
programs. Will you give them the freedom and legal right to do so? 


STATEMENT OF Norvat Dvorak, MANAGER, WISCONSIN FEEDER Pig MARKETING 
CooPERATIVE, FRANCIS CREEK, WIs. 


The Wisconsin Feeder Pig Marketing Cooperative, of Francis Creek, Wis., 
representing 1,475 contract producers, wishes to go on record in support of the 
proposed legislation to make a voluntary market-deduction program possible on 
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livestock. Funds from this self-help program to be used for such things as quality 
improvement, disease eradication and control, greater uniformity of marketings, 
meat promotion, and expansion of foreign sales. 

It is our belief that one of the best ways for the livestock industry to maintain 
its soundness is through self-help programs such as the one presented here. We 
urge you to give this your deep consideration. 





RESOLUTION 


At a meeting of the board of directors of the Michigan Swine Breeders’ Asso- 
ciation on April 4, the following resolution was passed unanimously: 

Be it resolved, That the Michigan Swine Breeders’ Association reconfirm their 
position favoring the amendment of the Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921. 
This amendment as outlined in bills H. R. 11316 ard S. 3538 would remove the 
restrictions prohibiting livestock producers from requesting marketing agencies 
to make deductions from the sales of livestock for the purpose of financing research 
and sales-promotion programs of meat-animal products. It is firmly believed 
that the red-meat industry is entitled to the same privileges as enjoyed by most 
other agriculture commodities. 

Puit Hopkins, President. 

Homer, Micu. 


Iowa, April 12, 1958. 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: As president of the lowa Hereford Association I wish to testify 
on behalf of Senate bill 3538 as to its importance to the American people and 
agriculture in particular. It is important that we make good eating attractive, 
else people will first spend their money for other thinzs besides nutritious food, 
and this is likewise particularly important for azriculture. Recently James 
Wolf in his book Salessence in Advertising stated ‘‘What man spends most of his 
money for are not biological necessities but. psychological satisfactions.” 

This being the case, the producers of meat desperately need enabling legislation 
which will permit them to at least maintain their position in an era in which ad- 
vertising and promotion have ever greater influence on what the American public 
purchases. When the housewife enters the supermarket today she purchases 
what she has been previously conditioned to purchase. If she has, because of 
superior advertising and promotion, already spent her money for gadgets, et 
cetera, she will spend as little as possible on food. If, however, good meat is as 
attractively advertised and promoted as are automobiles, for instance, she may 
consider that her family would be happier if she purchased good meat than to skim 
on meat in favor of the latest model car. 

It so happens that as president I represent the Iowa Hereford Association, 
which voted unanimously to support Senate bill 3538. I am also head of the de- 
partment of dairy and food industry at the Iowa State College. The department 
owns 48 milk machines vending third quarts of milk in paper cartons and these 
have been located at various places on the campus at the request of student 
organizations. Very early in the placement of these machines students came to 
request them for fraternity houses and off campus student religious centers. 
When asked why they wanted milk vendors when they already had soft drink 
machines the students replied that they had come to realize they didn’t get much 
for their money in soft drinks. Who told them that? Why the American Dairy 
farmers did and at long last the dairy farmers of America are realistically competing 
and fairly successfully, for the consumers dollar in an era dominated by advertising 
and promotion. 

Recently an executive in a large but regional dairy processing organization 
came to us soliciting personnel for extending the business to a national scale. 
When asked why they were going national he replied that their chief reason was 
to capture the values in national advertising. 

The producers of meat are nations! in scope but we desperately need your aid 
in the form of enabling legislation which will permit the farmers and ranchers of 
America to do for themselves a job of advertising and promotion which is so 
necessary to our welfare. 

Sincerely, 
CARROLD A. IVERSON, 
President, Iowa Hereford Association. 
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REsOLUT.ON OF Texas Beer Councit Executive CommMitrrTesr, 
OcToBER 24, 1957, Fort Worrtn, Tex. 


Whereas the principle of producer-sponsored promotion programs to increase 
consumer use of various commodities has proved to be wholly sound and highly 
beneficial in such industries as cotton, wool, citrus fruits, poultry, and many 
others; and 

Whereas the Texas Beef Council has in 3 years of statewide operation achieved 
an increase in beef consumption in Texas reliably estimated by meat retailers 
te be in excess of 40 percent, thereby establishing the effectiveness of promotion 
of this particular protein food; and 

Whereas it is a known and established fact that the only permanent, equitable, 
and feasible method of financing such programs is by a uniform contribution or 
assessment at the points of sale of such commodities, and it is known and estab- 
lished that the aforementioned and many other industries finance their campaigns 
in such a manner, without interference from the United States Government, and 
in some cases with its cooperation and approval; and 

Whereas the United States Department of Agriculture has ruled that livestock 
sales may not be so assessed by selling agents at markets under their supervision, 
claiming that such sssessment, even though refundable at the shipper’s request, 
would violate the Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921; and 

Whereas the American cattle industry and other livestock industries caused to 
be introduced in the 1957 session of the United States Congress legislation which 
would make possible such deductions. refundable at shipper’s request; and 

Whereas this legislation was defeated in the House of Representatives, due 
largely to adverse and in some cases misleading testimony and propaganda, and 
due to lack of understanding of the true purposes and effects of the bill by Repre- 
sentatives from some nonagricultural States; and 

Whereas the majority of the State beef councils composing the National Beef 
Council have agreed that the American National Cattlemen’s Association is the 
proper body to represent the cattle industry in this legislative matter; and 

Whereas it is the expressed conviction of the officers and directors of the Texas 
Beef Council that an underfinanced attempt at a national educational or promo- 
tion program is a waste of money and that no such national program should be 
attempted until a reliable source of substantial and broad-based financing has 
been established: be it therefore 

Resolved, That the officers and directors of the Texas Beef Council urgently 
call to the attention of the officers and directors of the American National Cattle- 
men’s Association the importance of seeking passage of such legislation in the 
1958 Congress, that they realize that the future of national beef promotion 
depends entirely on the success or failure of such a legislative effort, and call on 
them for a vigorous program of action designed to reduce uninformed opposition 
to this legislation and seek in every way to achieve its passage in 1958. 


{Resolution passed at 80th annual convention TSCRA, Houston, 1957] 
REsoLuTION No. 13 


Whereas the members of the cattle-producing industry feel that continued 
efforts must be made to increase the consumption of their product, beef; and 

Whereas such efforts conducted on a statewide scale in Texas have already been 
responsible for a proved substantial increase in beef consumption; and 

Whereas such efforts can be supported on a national scale only if a voluntary 
checkoff at the markets is permitted, such checkoff now being prohibited by the 
packers and stockyards act: Be it 

Resolved, That the Texas & Southwestern Cattle Raisers Association go on 
record endorsing Senate bill 646 amending the act to give the Secretary of Agri- 
cuiture authority to make possible such checkoff for the purpose of meat promotion 
by duly authorized cattle producer groups. 

Being in full accord with the principle of beef promotion, both at the State and 
National levels; and 

Believing that such promotion programs should be principally supported by 
the cattle producers on as broad a basis as possible, and believing that every 
cattleman, large and small, should have the opportunity of cooperating in this 
program for the betterment of the entire industry; and 

It having been amply demonstrated that a checkoff at the point of marketing 
is the only fair, effective and equitable means of accomplishing such financing: 
Be it 
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Resolved, That the Coastal Cattle Association, Inc., endorse the principle of 
such a checkoff on a voluntary basis by all livestock auctions and by all livestock 
commission firms, the proceeds of such checkoff to be remitted to the Texas Beef 
Council for State and National beef promotion, but such proceeds to be refunded to 
any cattleman who may request same, and that the Coastal Cattle Association, 
Inc., further does request such cooperation from all livestock auctions and com- 
mission firms, does extend its hearty thanks and approbation to the many livestock 
auctions which have already indicated their willingness to so cooperate, and urges 
the wholehearted cooperation of all Texas cattlemen in this endeavor; be it further 

Resolved, That the Coastal Cattle Association, Inc., also endorses the principle 
of support of the Texas Beef Council by cattle raisers who sell their cattle through 
channels other than Texas auctions of Texas commission firms, and recommends 
the continuance of steps necessary to obtain appropriate financial support from 
such cattle raisers as they have extended in the past. 


Texas Beer Councit, Datuas, Tex., JuNE 6, 1956 


‘Be it resolved by the executive committee of the Texas Beef Council that the 
work of the National Livestock and Meat Board being highly valuable and essen- 
tial to the meat industry and to the public health and well-being, that when and 
if auctions and commission firms in Texas shall commence to check off any uni- 
form amount on cattle sold to produce funds for beef promotion, such funds to be 
channeled to the Texas Beef Council, the council shall pledge and dedicate to the 
meat board its traditional 2 cents per head and shall forward to the meat board 
such amounts monthly as received, and that the amount of revenue received from 
the Texas cattle industry by the meat board would thus be vastly increased if 
all points of sale can be persuaded to cooperate in the beef council’s checkoff 
plan. 

Voted unanimously in regular session assembled. 

Attest: 

DotrxH Briscogz, IJr., 
Executive Secretary. 





STaTEMENT OF ROLLAND Paul, Fietp Secretary, Iowa Swine 
Propucers ASssociaTION 


I am Rolland Paul, field secretary of the Iowa Swine Producers Association- 
As you probably know, approximately 39 percent of the farmers’ income in Iowa 
comes from swine and that is why we are very interested in the amendment to 
the Packers and Stockyards Act. 

On behalf of the livestock producers, I wish to take this opportunity to thank 
you for the privilege of expressing some of their desires to do some things for 
themselves. 

In spite of the ups and downs for the livestock producer, he has remained one 
of the few in agriculture today to believe in free enterprise, with the law of supply 
and demand as a basic part of his business. 

The more I look, the more opportunities I can see for meat. We have had 
generation after generation of girls graduating from school who don’t know nearly 
enough about buying or preparing meats. ore work also needs to be done with 
hotel and restaurant trade. Many things are needed such as quality improve- 
ment; marketing of livestock in more uniform runs and weights; leveling of mar- 
kets; stronger livestock organizations; also developing exports; educational 
advertising and the part meat has to play in a better breakfast; on-the-farm testing 
such as litter marking, weighing, probing and last, but not least, boar testing 
stations which is one big step in improving that quality of hogs. We need funds 
to build more of these. Iowa has approximately 400 tested boars a year. 

Quality improvement is a producer’s problem. We realize this and want some 
of our own money to solve some of these problems, such as the other segments of 
agriculture are allowed to do. 

I ask your support to the amendment to the Packers and Stockyards Act to 
permit us to help ourselves as other segments of agriculture are doing. Livestock 
producers are beginning to wonder how much longer they can remain independent 
individuals. 
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STaTEMENT OF Don NE son, Iowa Swine Propucers AssociaTION, 
DANVILLE, Iowa 


I am Don Nelson, Danville, Iowa, director of the lowa Swine Producers Associa- 
tion. I am in favor of the passing of a bill to amend the Packers and Stockyards 
Act known as 8. 3538. 

Livestock production is my business; a very important business to me, just as 
our Government is a very important business to you Congressmen. I am con- 
tinuously thinking of ways which I can improve my business. I belong to several 
farm organizations which as a group also ponder the bad and bolster the good, 
just as you gentlemen belong to several committees, working together to determine 
the right from wrong. 

Never have I ever seen a man or an organization which has an egg in every 
basket that knows as much about his eggs as the man who has his eggs in one 
basket. The livestock producer is the man I’m talking about. He is not involved 
in such numerous fields, taking part of his time for each that he is unable to know 
pretty thoroughly what is right and wrong. This also is applicable to livestock 
organizations in comparison to organizations which cover a much larger scope. 
However, any man or organization should not be so narrowminded as to not 
listen to a specialist in his or their own field. 

Theoretically, the livestoc producer is a manufacturer, a manufacturer of 
cattle, hogs, and sheep. We must take note of what other manufacturers of 
machinery, automobiles, household appliances, etc., even citrus producers as 
well as the producers of cotton and wheat are doing. All of these, ironically 
enough, have organizations representing them from a marketing standpoint as 
well as quality improvement, promotion, and many other things that we as 
livestock producers need to do to improve the status of the livestock industry. 

Promotion is a basic ingredient of their success. This country’s advertising 
volume in 1920 was nearly $3 billion while in 1957 it had risen to over $10 billion. 
This promotion must have paid great dividends or it would have ceased long ago. 

Thinking of what I have just said, we are not asking for something new to the 
nation, but be like the rest, carry on sales promotion and research in the live- 
stock industry. We do not have an egg in every basket, we are in the livestock 
business. I am sincere in asking that you approve 8. 3538. 





BuruneTon, Iowa, April 10, 1958. 
RESOLUTION 


Be it resolved, That the board of directors of the Des Moines County Swine 
Improvement Association, in regular meeting assembled, do urge favorable legis- 
lative consideration of S. 3538 in the Senate of the 85th Congress, 2d session, 
and do support the passage of S. 3538. 

MELVIN NELSON. 
Marvin H. Woopwarp. 
RIcHARD ANDERSON. 
Donatp B. NELSON. 
ORVILLE MEEKER. 
Haroutp ABEL. 





STaTEMENT OF Leo J. GANNON, CLINTON County BEEF CATTLEMEN’S 
AssocriaTION, DeLMar, Iowa 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am Leo J. Gannon, a farmer and cattle feeder 
from Clinton County, Iowa. I represent a county that has the distinction of 
marketing more market-topping cattle on the Chicago market than any other 
county in the United States. 

We marketed 103,000 head of grain fed cattle on the Chicago market in 1957, 
to say nothing of the grain fed cattle that are marketed at local packing plants. 

We are in favor of the checkoff system for red meats for advertising and 
research purposes. 

As fruits, poultry, and dairy producers have a checkoff system, or some means 
of collecting revenue for advertising and promoting their products, we feel we 
are being discriminated against by the Packers and Stockyards Act, which 
prohibits us from making a collection legally. 
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We are highly in favor of the work the National Livestock and Meat Board 
is doing; therefore we feel that the checkoff for the National Livestock and 
Meat Board should be legalized so that a disagreement over policy or change in 
the administration of the United States Department of Agriculture could not 
result in cancellation of their funds. 

The Clinton County Farm Bureau, numbering 2,023 members, in their resolu- 
tions voted 82 percent in favor of the checkoff system. 

We realize we are in a highly competitive field, and in order to meet competi- 
tion we feel we should have the right to collect and spend our own money to 
promote our products. 





STATEMENT OF WALLACE DARDEN, PRESIDENT, TENNESSEE LIVESTOCK 
ASSOCIATION, SPRINGFIELD, TENN. 


In view of the fact that other segments of our agriculture are allowed to make 
deductions to finance promotion and research programs within their particular 
fields, we feel that discrimination will continue to be practiced if the Packers and 
Stockyards Act of 1921 is not amended to allow the livestock producer the same 
privilege to make deductions to support a self-help program of their own, in case 
they see fit todo so. As it is today the livestock producers are denied the right to 
make deductions. Continuing to deny this right would not be practicing the 
best democracy. 

We feel that the proposed amendment to the Packers and Stockyards Act, as 
represented by bills H. R. 11330 and 8. 3538, is fair to all livestock producers 
as it eliminates the compulsory feature that former bills may have had embodied 
in them. 

In view of the reasonableness of this bill, we cannot see where it can be too 
objectionable to any groups within the industry. Therefore, we recommend 
passage of the bill in fairness to the producer. 





STATEMENT OF FeRD Scumipt, Iowa Beer Propucers ASSOCIATION, 
DextMar, Iowa 


I am Ferd Schmidt of Delmar, Iowa, a livestock breeder, feeder, and farmer. 
I represent the Iowa Beef Producers Association as a director from eastern Iowa. 
We favor the proposed amendment 8. 3538 and the other identical bills. 

Farmers from eastern lowa are in the livestock business—both cattle and hogs. 
We are in this business for two reasons, (1) to market feed grains and grasses at a 
profit, and (2) to improve and maintain the fertility of the soil. Wedo not want 
our existence to be dependent on a farm program at the expense of the taxpayer. 

My observations as a livestock producer and feeder is that all producers and 
feeders of meat animals must be represented at county, State and National levels, 
and to have a voice in spending their own money. 

In our area over 80 percent of the livestock feeders and farmers are in favor 
of the amendment to the Packers and Stockyards Act as presented. They want 
to be able to protect and improve their own operations at their own expense. 





STATEMENT OF FRANKLIN C. SmrrH, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, On10 SwINE 
BREEDERS’ AND FEEDERS’ ASSOCIATION, AND THE INDEPENDENT LIVESTOCK 
MARKETING ASSOCIATION, GROVEPORT, OHIO 


Gentlemen, my ancestors and I have been farming in the same location since 
1809. What little we have accumulated has been solely from livestock farming. 
We belong to the Farm Bureau, Grange, Farmers’ Union, Independent Livestock 
Marketing Association, Producers’ Livestock Cooperative Association, Beef 
Cattle, Swine and Sheep Feeders’ Associations. 

To my own knowledge, this is the fourth time since the middle 1930’s that 
livestock producers have attempted to establish a self-help program through 
market deductions. We failed three times because of the restrictions of the 
Packers and Stockyards Act. The first two attempts were discontinued with 
the thought that any further action on our part might lead to trouble for the 
National Livestock and Meat Board, whose way of financing could also be defined 
as unconstitutional. 
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The passage of the bill, H. R. 11330 would remove any doubt of the legality 
of the fine work of the Livestock and Meat Board and would greatly assist the 


livestock producers themselves in a program of promotion, research, and disease 
eradication. 





STATEMENT oF CiypE B. THomas, Micuicgan Catrte Freepers ASSOCIATION, 
Cuiark Lake, MicuH. 


I am a cattle breeder and feeder. I am here to represent the Michigan Cattle 
Feeders Association. 

The cattle feeders of Michigan would like to have 8S. 3538 passed, so that they 
can better promote their product, as most other farm commodity groups in our 
State are allowed to do. 


STaTEMENT or A. E. Houtrortu, PrResipENT, MicuiGAN Livestock IMPROVE- 
MENT ASSOCIATION, FENTON, MICH. 


I am A. E. Holtforth of Fenton, Mich.; president of the Michigan Livestock 
Improvement Association. I am a livestock farmer farrowing and raising 300 to 
400 pigs a year; feed 70 to 80 cattle and 500 lambs each season. The Michigan 
Livestock Improvement Association is an organization of the following livestock 
associations: 

(a) Michigan Dynameter Association, 

(6) Michigan Beef Cattle Breeders Association, 

(c) Michigan Cattle Feeders Association, 

(d) Michigan Sheep Breeders Association, and 

(e) Michigan Swine Breeders Association. 
Our sole purpose and aim is for the advancement of the livestock industry of 
Michigan. 

If the livestock industry is to keep pace with the rest of agriculture, we must 
carry out vigorous programs of research and sales promotion. These types of 
programs will take finances. Does it not seem fair that those who expect to 
benefit should pay the cost? Therefore, we are asking Congress to amend the 
Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921. This would make it legal to take a small 
sum on each head of livestock when sold at the market—on a voluntary basis. 
This plan would not cost the Federal or State Government 1 cent. It would 
be self-financed. 

» Of the agricultural income in the State of Michigan, 18 percent is from the 
sale of cattle and calves; 9 percent from hogs and about 2 percent from sheep 
and lambs. So, nearly one-third of the State agricultural income is from the sale 
of livestock. 

f& The livestock producers in Michigan are in favor of this legislation. We 
only ask to be able to legally help ourselves with our own money. We believe in 
it_because: 

It is voluntary. 

. It is self-supporting. 

It is legal. 

. It is fair. 

. It will help the producers to help themselves. 

. It will make cheaper meat for the consumer. 


SOT OO NO 





STATEMENT OF EARL Jupp, Secretary, Unitep Duroc Swine REcorD 
AssociaTION, Prorta, Itu. 


I am Earl Judd, representing the National Association of Swine Records. Its 
membership is made up of the executive secretaries of all the purebred swine 
recording associations. Its purpose is to promote the interests of the purebred 
industry and pork producers as a whole. I am a member as secretary of the 
United Duroe Swine Record Association. 

These gentlemen who are in daily contact with the group directly affected by 
this issue are and have long been for a market deduction program, not only by 
their recognition of a need for it, but by the expressed desire of their membership, 
which number 50,000 strong. 
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We believe in our product. Yet, individually, we are not equipped to get our 
message to the public. This proposed market deduction is a measure whereby 
we could cooperatively promote pork and pork products. 

The plan’s conception is a result of the American farmer’s independence and his 
desire to pay his own way. Conceivably, the swine industry, basic to American 
prosperity, could ask a subsidy in times as perilous to its existence as the period 
we have just passed through. 

It would seem a step in the right direction that the farmer prefers to dig into 
his own pocket. 

Unions of laboring men are not denied the right to subscribe to funds designed 
7 aoe their interests. They are not legally barred from paying dues to foot 
the bill. 

This is not a compulsory measure. While the allowed amount would be with- 
held from the check for each load, any seller who so desired could get a refund of 
the amount by a simple postcard requesting same. And surely, he could not 
object to so slight an inconvenience in view of what contributing producers would 
be doing for his product. 

We are willing to bet there would be very few such requests—testifying to the 
very real desire of this segment of Americans to better their own interests, 





STaTEMENT OF Louis BeckwitH, PRESIDENT, SoutH Dakota STocKGROWERS 
Association, Kapoxka, 8. Dak. 


South Dakota ranks fifth in beef cattle in the Nation. All major cattle organ- 

izations in the State, which includes the— 

(a) State Hereford Breeders Association, 

(6) Shorthorn Breeders Association, 

(c) Angus Breeders Association, 

(d) Scotch Highland Association, 

(e) State Corn Belt Feeders Association, and 

(f) South Dakota Stockgrowers Association, 
aeons gone on record in favor of a market deduction for research and promotion 
of beef. 

The sheep, swine, and cattle organizations are in complete agreement to adver- 
tise and promote each product separately. 

During 1954 and 1955, 17 auction markets in South Dakota began making a 
voluntary deduction for beef promotion at the request of the producers. In 
1956, enforcement of the Packers and Stockyards Act demanded that all markets 
under Federal supervision cease making collections. 

We are now asking Congress to vote to amend the Packers and Stockyards 
Act, which will then permit the deduction for research and promotion of livestock 
and livestock products. 


STaTEMENT OF CHARLES E. Waite, Livestock Commirren, Soura Dakota 
Farm Bureau, Oe ricus, 8. Dak. 


Being a member of the South Dakota Farm Bureau Livestock Committee, I 
would like to give my State Farm Bureau’s past resolutions on meat promotion. 
In 1957, the resolution adopted at our 39th Annual Convention was: 






“‘LIvESTOCK—PROMOTION 


“1. We recommend that farmers and farm organizations support promotion 
programs, that various livestock groups are now initiating. Our main concern is 
that every person in the United States become acquainted with the many benefits 
of a good protein diet. 

“2. Be it resolved, That we reaffirm the 1956 livestock policy adopted at the 
November 1955 State convention at Huron, recommending that livestock pro- 
ducers promote their own produce and that a voluntary checkoff system support 
said promotion.” 

In 1958, their resolution was as follows: 
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““MratT PROMOTION 


‘1. We believe that the promotion of red meats, beef, pork and lamb is of much 
importance to South Dakota feeders and producers. 


“2. We suggest that South Dakota Farm Bureau take more aggressive leader- 


ship in nationwide meat promotion program to the end that meat producers can 
promote the use of their product. 


“3. We recommend that the work of present meat promotional agencies be 
better publicized and their facilities better utilized.” 

At the last meeting of the South Dakota Farm Bureau Livestock Committee, 
February 7, 1958, all members present were in agreement on a voluntary deduction. 





STATEMENT OF Harry Butarr, Srureis, 8. Dax. 


Being a longtime member of the Farm Bureau and a stockman, I am very 
much in favor of this deduction for meat promotion. 

One of the largest sale rings in South Dakota is located at Sturgis, S. Dak. 
They have been making the deduction for over 3 years and at the last report, 
only 6 or 8 operators had ever asked for a refund or made a request not to with- 
hold the promotion fund. 

The sale ring operator stated in the beginning that he would be glad to coop- 
erate and make the deduction, so long as their was not too much objection. 


The fact that they are still making the deduction is proof that there is but 
very little complaint. 


STATEMENT OF LaVeRNE 8S. RussBLL, PrRestpENT MicuigAN Brergr CaTrLe 
BreEDERS, INc., BATTLE CrEEK, MIcH. 


I am a cattle breeder and feeder and am president of the Michigan Beef Cattle 
Breeders, Inc. 

As far as we know, there is no other industry with a similar handicap and there- 
fore we are working hard for the support of your meat promotion bill, 8. 3538, 
relating to practices in the marketing of livestock. 

One of the first commodity groups to promote their own business was the citrus 
growers of California—and what a job they do. 

In Michigan, we have an apple commission, which makes a deduction for the 
promotion of the apple industry; also, we have one for the cherry growers. 

Then, in our State, as in yours, we have the American Dairy Association, which 
has been making deductions for the promotion of milk and milk products. 

Now, we want a program to promote red meat and money for research—to help 
us as producers to produce red meat at a price the housewife can afford to pay. 

As you already know, it would only take a small increase in livestock numbers 
to do away with all the grain surpluses. 

Therefore, we believe that the best interests of livestock producers are not 
being served when they are prevented, by law, from using some of their own 
money to promote their own business. 

I thank you very kindly, gentlemen. 


STATEMENT OF REESE VAN VRANKEN, CATTLE FEEDERS ASSOCIATION OF MICHIGAN 


I am Reese Van Vranken, Kalamazoo County, Mich. I represent the Cattle 
Feeders Association of Michigan. (My business is the feeding of cattle.) 

The members of the organization which I represent feel strongly that a modest 
amount of the proceeds of the sale of our cattle devoted to research and information 
ere xm me would be highly beneficial to both ourselves and to the consuming 
public. 

Additional research will enable us to produce more and better beef at less cost, 
thereby enabling the public to have a better diet at no increase in cost. 

Education of the consumer as to the merits of some of the lesser known cuts 
will contribute to the demand for those cuts which will relieve the pressure on the 
choice cuts now in most demand, thereby oo the sale of the entire carcass 


at a more uniform and equitable price. herefore, we strongly urge enactment 
of S. 3538 or similar legislation. 
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Farao, N. Dak., April 14, 1958. 
EXEcUTIVE SECRETARY, 
American National Livestock Association, 
Washington Hotel, Washington, D. C.: 
North. Dakota Farm Bureau supports legislation for livestock checkoff. 
American Farm Bureau Federation has been advised our position. 
G. H. MIKKELSEN, 
President, North Dakota Farm Bureau. 





STATEMENT OF D. C. FitzGEeRa.p, JR.,; PRESIDENT, OKLAHOMA CATTLEMEN’S 
ASSOCIATION, ARDMORE, OKLA. 


During our annual convention held in Oklahoma City on March 27 and 28, the 
Oklahoma Cattlemen’s Association reaffirmed its previous position by endorsing 
H. R. 11330. In addition to association membership, some 25 county and district 
associations were represented and participated in the passage of this endorsement. 

Our livestock producers feel that, since 60 percent of all agricultural income 
within the State of Oklahoma is derived from the sale of livestock and livestock 
products, the Oklahoma producers have a very vital interest in the passage of this 
bill and desire to participate in an accelerated promotion, education, and research 
program. 

The work of the National Livestock and Meat Board during the last 30 years 
has, very definitely, demonstrated the need for an educational program for the 
consumer of red meat. Passage of this bill would enable producers to supplement 
and further carry out the work of the meat board. The Oklahoma Cattlemen’s 
Association, together with the Oklahoma Swine Producers Association, partici- 
pated in and aided the development of the livestock promotion board, which 
represents all three classes of red meat. 

We feel that the livestock producer should have the same privileges as the 
producer of other commodities, and be able to develop a program of promotion, 
education, and research of our product. 


Funps ror BEEF PROMOTION AND RESEARCH 


Whereas the beef-cattle industry is vital to the economy of the State of Okla- 
homa; and 

Whereas the industry has recognized the urgent need for an expanded program 
of promotion and research on beef; and 

Whereas the cattlemen desire to attain the said expanded program through self- 
help: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Oklahoma Cattlemen’s Association go on record as endorsing 
H. R. 11330, by Representative Carl Albert, and 8. 3538, amending Packers and 
Stockyards Act of 1921, giving the Secretary of Agriculture authority to grant 
permission for voluntary checkoff from the proceeds of sale of livestock for the 
purpose of financing research and sales-promotion programs on beef. 

J. K. Hatey, President. 
Adopted March 28, 1958. 





STATEMENT OF W. R. BRANNAN, SECOND VICE PRESIDENT, OKLAHOMA 
CaTTLEMEN’s AssoOcIATION, MARIETTA, OKLA. 


Passage of H. R. 11330 would enable promotion of products and byproducts, 
which, in the end, could mean more money to the producer with less cost to the 
consumer. 

The lethargic condition of the leather industry at the present attests to the 
fact that substitutes have been promoted to take its place. With research and 
promotion, we can increase the value of our byproducts, thereby decreasing 
the cost of meat to consumers. 

Certainly, as producers, we must be ever alert to the changing whims of the 
consuming public and must be able to supply that public with a better, more 
acceptable product. Lack of funds have hampered such efforts in the past, but, 
with passage of this bill, a comprehensive program could be developed to insure 
the consumer a more desirable product and the producer a more dependable 
market. 
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GaLEsBure, Kans., April 14, 1968. 
In regard to H. R. 11330 


Mr. Raprorp 8. Hatt, 
Executive Secretary, American National Catilemen’s Association, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Hatt: Our association, consisting of nearly 100 members, wishes 
to go on record as favoring the amendment, and, since we will not have a repre- 
sentative in Washington, appoint you to act in our behalf. 

Yours sincerely, 


W. E. ALLEN, 
Secretary, Southeast Kansas Hereford Association, Inc. 





SraTeEMENT oF Don ScuNuKLora, Presipent, Scorr Country Beer Propucer’s 
AssocriaTION, DAVENPORT, IowA 


The Scott County Beef Producer’s Association represents one of the largest 
beef-producing counties in the State of Iowa. 

We would like to go on record as supporting bill 8. 3538. We are all interested 
in advertising our farm products and research programs in the livestock industry. 
We feel that the livestock producer should have the same right that most other 
farm-commodity groups have. 

Since this is not tax money that is involved, but the producer’s voluntary con- 
tribution, we feel allocation of checkoff funds are not the prime concern of our 
lawmakers, but, instead, the right to collect these funds. 





Satur Laxe Crry, Uran, May 18, 1958. 
Hon. Watuace F. BENNETT, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator BENNETT: It is our understanding that hearings were held in 
Washington a short time ago on H. R. 11330 and S. 3538. We were unable to 
have a representative present at these hearings. We did, however, send testimony 

Our entire board of directors met here in Salt Lake City last week and again 
discussed this proposal. They again gave unanimous approval and requested 
its enactment as soon as possible. 

We know you have been very loyal and energetic in the past in assisting us 
with this legislation. We hope your efforts will be continued along these lines. 
We are hopeful this legislation can be passed before this session of Congress 
adjourns. 

Feel free to contact us for any assistance we might give in this regard. 

Very truly yours, 
Uran CatTLeEMEN’s ASSOCIATION, 
Epwarp 8. Crawrorp, Executive Secretary. 


Baker County Livestock ASSOCIATION, 
Baker, Oreg., April 8, 1958. 
Hon. RicHarp NEUBERGER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sir: At a recent meeting of the Baker County Livestock Association 
attended by some 25 individuals who are directors of the countywide organization, 
along with the newly elected officers, discussed at some length and reviewed 
House bill H. R. 11330. This bill is of definite interest to local producers since 
the failure of the beef commission proposal in this State. Opponents of which 
pointed out they were interested in contributing on a voluntary basis rather than 
by law as it was proposed in the beef commission approach. 

It is the feeling of the local association the Poage bill, House bill H. R. 11330, 
provides the means on a statewide basis wherein voluntary contributions can be 
collected and utilized in beef promotion and research. The following motion was 
made: 

‘‘We favor and wish to go on record as supporting the Poage bill, H. R. 11330, 
and urge that our representation in Congress support this legislation.” 

The motion was made by Walter Shumway, of Bridgeport, and was seconded 
by Fred Warner of Baker and passed unanimously. 
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The Baker County Livestock Association directed me as their secretary to indi- 
cate to you their feeling in this matter and would appreciate any action that you 
may feel advisable. 

Sincerely yours, 
LeRoy C. Wricut, Secretary. 


ENTERPRISE, OREG., April 7, 1958. 
Senator RicHarp NEUBERGER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator NEvuBERGER: The executive board of the Wallowa County 
Stockgrowers Association urges your support of S. 3538, a bill to amend the 
provisions of the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921. 

Thank you for your kind consideration. 

Very truly yours, 
Watiowa County SrockGROWERS ASSOCIATION, 
W. G. Bucuanan, President. 





STaTEMENT Fitep sy A. Z. Baker, PReEsIDENT, AMERICAN Stock YARDS 
ASSOCIATION, CLEVELAND, OHIO 


The American Stock Yards Association is a voluntary association of the owners 
and operators of 38 of the major public stockyards of the United States, all of 
which are operated as public markets and regulated by the Secretary of Agriculture 
under the provisions of the Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921. 

Each year, the members of this association handle for sale a substantial per- 
centage of all of the cattle, calves, hogs, and sheep and lamb slaughtered com- 
mercially in the United States. 

The members of this association are primarily engaged in providing and fur- 
nishing stockyard facilities and services in connection with the receiving, feeding, 
watering, holding, delivery, shipment, weighing, and handling of livestock in 
commerce; and, except in rare cases, and in limited areas, are not registered and 
do not operate as market agencies selling livestock for producers. However, 
market agencies which sell livestock for producers do use the facilities of the 
stockyards operated by the members of this association. 

The proposed legislation embodied in the bill now before the Subcommittee on 
Agricultural Research and general legislation of the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry would amend the Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921, as amended, 
by adding a new section to title III of the act, which, in terms, declares that 
nothing in the act shall be construed as prohibiting a market agency, upon request 
of a livestock producer-sponsored association or organization, from making 
deductions from the proceeds of sales of livestock or any species thereof to finance 
research or sales-promotion programs. The proposed amendment would also 
require an accounting to be made to the shipper of livestock, and the amendment 
provides that no deduction shall be made in the case of any shipper who so instructs 
his market agency prior to the time of sale or accounting therefor. 

The American Stock Yards Association and its members are opposed to the 
proposed legislation. 

Last year, similar legislation was introduced in the Senate and in the House 
(i. e., 8. 646, H. R. 3749, H. R. 5244, and H. R. 5872). Hearings were held on 
this legislation before this subcommittee and before the House Committee on 
Agriculture on April 2-3, 1957. The American Stock Yards Association, through 
its president, appeared and opposed the proposed legislation at that time. 

No further action was taken in the Senate with reference to 5. 646, but, sub- 
sequently, the House Committee on Agriculture favorably reported a revised bill, 
H. R. 7244, which was considered by the House on August 7, 1957, and defeated. 

This year, new bills—all identical—have been introduced in both the Senate 
and the House on this subject (i. e., 8. 3538, H. R. 11303, H. R. 11316, H. R. 11317, 
H. R. 11318, H. R. 11320, H. R. 11323, and H. R. 11330). A hearing was held 
on the House bills on April 15, 1958, before the Subcommittee on Livestock and 
Feed Grains of the Committee on Agriculture, and this Association appeared at 
the hearing in opposition to the House bills. 

The bill now before this subcommittee (i. e., 8. 3538), while drafted somewhat 
differently from the bills before the Senate and the House last year, is funda- 
mentally no different from last year’s bills in its scope, operation, and effect. It is, 
therefore, subject to the same objections. 
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While the members of the American Stock Yards Association generally would 
not be responsible for making, accounting for, and remitting the deductions con- 
templated in the proposed amendment, the members would be affected in the same 
degree as the market agencies doing business on their stockyards by any diversion 
of livestock to or from the markets they operate by reason of the attempt on the 
part of the market agencies to make the proposed deductions from the proceeds 
of sale of livestock. 

If legislation along the lines contemplated by the bill now before this sub- 
committee were enacted, it is almost certain that it would irritate shippers of 
livestock and would have a tendency to cause them to divert shipments of live- 
stock from the public stockyards and to sell their livestock direct to packers and 
others. This is true because the legislation would compel the shipper who does 
not desire to have deductions made from his proceeds of sale to claim a refund 
within 30 days from the date of the deduction or else would require him to instruct 
his market agency, prior to the time of sale, to make no such deduction. Almost 
inevitably, this burden would cause many shippers to avoid the entire checkoff 
program by diverting their livestock from public stockyards, thereby reducing 
the volume of livestock handled at these public markets, and thus tending to 
make these public markets less valuable to the livestock industry in general. 
This is true because the value of a public market to ali of its shippers depends, 
in substantial part, upon the volume of livestock handled at the market. 

Further, the proposed legislation is objectionable because, on its face, it applies 
only to market agencies who operate at public livestock markets regulated under 
the Packers and Stockyards Act. There are, today, many competing forms of 
livestock marketing not subject to regulation by the Secretary to which the pro- 
posed legislation would not, in terms or otherwise, apply. Therefore, the Amer- 
ican Stock Yards Association opposes any form of new tax, assessment, deduction, 
or checkoff on the sale or marketing of livestock which would not be universally 
and uniformly applied in every marketing channel offering a competitive means 
of marketing the livestock of shippers. Otherwise, the shippers who utilize public 
markets regulated under the Packers and Stockyards Act would be penalized. 

The proposed legislation is also objectionable insofar as it would confer discre- 
tion upon a market agency operating at a regulated stockyards to decide which 
of several requests, made by livestock producer-sponsored associations or organiza- 
tions for deductions, to grant. There is no satisfactory procedure available by 
which a given market agency could decide which of various requests it should 
grant. Under the proposed legislation, if a market agency desired to participate 
in a deduction program, it would be required to make a selection from all of the 
organizations and associations requesting such deduction, based on limited infor- 
mation in respect to the qualifications of the organizations or associations or 
those they represent. 

By the very act of granting the request of one organization or association, a 
market agency might be charged with discrimination. The Packers and Stock- 
yards Act requires every market agency to furnish stockyard services, without 
discrimination, and to establish, observe, and enforce just, reasonable, and non- 
discriminatory regulations and practices in respect to the furnishing of such serv- 
ices. No provision is contained in the proposed legislation which would require 
the approval of the Secretary of Agriculture of the organization or association 
which is to receive the benefit of the deductions, if made by a market agency, and 
no provision is made for secretarial approval of the use to which such deductions 
may be put. Neither is any provision contained in the proposed legislation where- 
by an accounting must be made by the organization receiving the deductions to 
the Secretary or to any other public body. 

The proposed amendment is also objectionable because it would necessitate 
modification of wholesome practices required in regulations already prescribed by 
the Secretary of Agriculture under the Packers and Stockyards Act which provide, 
in substantial effect, that no market agency shall pay the net proceeds, or any 
part thereof, arising from the sale of livestock consigned to it by a shipper for sale 
to any person other than the consignor or owner of such livestock, except under 
orders of the Secretary or of a court of competent jurisdiction, unless such market 
agency holds a written order authorizing such payment, executed by the owner 
at the time of or immediately following the consignment of such livestock. Also, 
these secretarial regulations provide that the market agency shall, before the close 
of the next business day following the sale of any livestock consigned to it for sale, 
transmit or deliver to the consignor or shipper of such livestock, or his duly author- 


ized agent, the net proceeds received from the sale, and a written account showing 
all lawful charges, 
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These secretarial regulations have proved to be beneficial to the shippers of 
livestock, and it is, in the opinion of the American Stock Yards Association, ques- 
tionable whether a market agency could or should be authorized or permitted to 
exercise discretion and make deductions from the proceeds arising from the sale 
of livestock consigned to it for sale without specific order of the Secretary or prior 
authorization of the consignor or shipper. 

In the opinion of the American Stock Yards Association, the difficulties which 
an organization or association seeking such a deduction might encounter in securing 
specific authorization of the owner of livestock afford no justification for authori- 
zing the market agency to make an arbitrary deduction and diversion to others 
of a part of the proceeds of the sale of livestock without the specific authorization 
of the consignor or owner of such livestock. The provision of the proposed legis- 
lation which would give the shipper the right to request a refund, after a deduction 
has been made, or to instruct the market agency not to make a deduction prior to 
the time of sale or accounting is no adequate substitute, from the standpoint of 
the shipper, for the provision of the present law which prohibits any deduction by 
a market agency unless it holds a written order from the owner authorizing such 
deduction 

If an organization or association desires to secure deductions, the way is open, 
under the present law, for it to secure a prior written consent of the shipper, if it 
is able to do so, and, for this reason, the proposed bill would appear to be wholly 
unnecessary unless its real aim is to destroy rights which shippers now have under 
the law to control the disposition of the proceeds of the sale of their livestock. 

The proposed legislation is also objectionable because it contains no provision 
which would serve as a guide in the determination of amounts to be deducted. 
The legislation before the Senate and the House, last year, did contain specified 
amounts to be deducted in the case of different types of livestock and, even so, 
such legislation was objectionable. The present bill, without specifying any 
amounts to be deducted, is even more objectionable. 

A serious objection to the proposed legislation also lies in the fact that no 
provision is made for coordination of research programs contemplated under the 
legislation, and it is likely that such sporadic programs as might eventually 
develop under such legislation would be of no real value, but, instead, would 
detract from efforts already being made in this field. 

The American Stock Yards Association and its members are mindful of the 
value of promoting the sale and increased consumption of meats and other prod- 
ucts. The association and its members are always ready to join with livestock 
producers in worthwhile programs to that end. In the absence of any information 
in respect to programs contemplated by the proposed legislation now before this 
subcommittee, it may seriously be questioned whether there is need for research 
or promotion in addition to that already being carried on by the Federal and State 
Departments of Agriculture, the land-grant colleges, the Extension Service, the 
National Livestock and Meat Board, and other public and private organizations, 
companies, and individuals engaged in research and promotion in this field. 

For the foregoing reasons, the American Stock Yards Association and its 
members feel that the proposed legislation is ill-advised and unwise. The best 
interests of producers of livestock and of the livestock industry compel the associ- 
ation to oppose this proposed legislation. 

Respectfully submitted. 

A. Z. BAxer, President. 
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MONDAY, JUNE 9, 1958 


Unitep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 
AND GENERAL LEGISLATION OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:50 p. m., in room 324, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Hubert H. Humphrey presiding. 

Present: Senator Humphrey. 

Also present: Senator Mundt. 

Senator Humpurey. The committee will be in order. We will con- 
tinue on S. 3538. 

Is Mr. Pettus here? 

Mr. Perrus. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. You are from the Department, Mr. Pettus? 

Mr. Pertus. Yes sir. 

Senator Humpurey. We have your statement here. Why don’t we 
just place your statement in the record, Mr. Pettus, as delivered 


testimony. Perhaps you would like to give us one or two oral com- 
ments on the bill before us. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID M. PETTUS, DIRECTOR, LIVESTOCK DIVI- 
SION, AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE, AND CHARLES W. 
BUCY, ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL FOR MARKETING AND 
REGULATORY LAWS, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRI- 
CULTURE 


Mr. Perrvs. Senator, I believe if you just want to place this in the 
record, this will take care of all I have to say, unless there is some 
specific question or some further comment. 

(The complete statement of Mr. Pettus is as follows:) 


I am glad to appear before this committee to discuss the legislation proposed 
in S. 3538. As you know, the livestock industry is one of the most important 
segments of agriculture in the United States. Livestock is produced on most 
farms and ranches in this country and, therefore, legislation affecting returns to 
livestock producers is of concern to most farmers. 

3538, a proposed amendment to the Packers and Stockyards Act of 1921, 
would permit deductions from the proceeds due livestock producers to finance 
research or sales promotion programs. 

The Department of Agriculture has always favored promotional activities which 
are industry supported and industry administered, and it is not opposed to the 
passage of an amendment to the Packers and Stockyards Act which would remove 
the prohibition against deductions for a self-help meat promotion program. We 
would, however, like to call your attention to some problems which might be 
expected to arise with the passage of 8. 3538. 

First is the definition of a livestock-producer sponsored association or organiza- 
tion. There are in the various agricultural commodity fields, including that of 
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livestock, substantial national organizations engaged in research on and sales pro- 
motion of their commodities. These organizations, although substantially pro- 
ducer sponsored, are cosponsored or supported by other segments of the industry. 
It appears that it is the intent of the proposed amendment that such an organiza- 
tion would be covered by the phrase “livestock-producer sponsored organization.” 
While we would so interpret this phrase, it would seem desirable that the amend- 
ment make it absolutely clear that the association or organization is not limited to 
one sponsored solely by livestock producers. 

A second point which gives the Department some concern is the possibility of 
confusion which could arise as the result of requests from various qualifying organ- 
izations that market agencies make various deductions for promotional and re- 
search programs. While the Department does not desire Government supervision 
of such a program, the reports coming to the Department regarding the various 
programs under consideration by the many organizations—local, State, and na- 
tional—representing various breeds and species of livestock point up the possi- 
bility of fragmentation of effort and waste of funds and the resulting diminution 
of benefit to producers. 

Senator Humpnurey. You say there are some problems that arise 
from S. 3538? 

Mr. Perrus. That might arise. We think there might be some 
problems arise from it. 

Senator Humpurey. Well, the second problem to which you pointed 
is obviously a little more real than the polite, soft touch that you gave 
to it. You say, ‘“‘A second point which gives the Department some 
concern is the possibility of confusion which could arise as the result 
of requests from various qualifying organizations that market agencies 
make various deductions for promotional and research programs.” 

Are you of the opinion that these other producer groups wouldn’t 
make such requests? 

Mr. Perrus. Well, we think it is likely that they would make 
requests, Senator, but, of course, we don’t know just how the requests 
would be honored, and if the requests were honored and the money 
paid to various groups, we do not know that it would be used im- 
properly, but because there would be a good many agencies which 
could qualify in this field, we wish to point up that you would have 
probably a nes many operations. 

Senator Humpurey. Yes, I think you most likely would. 

Isn’t the other problem involved here that this is a Government- 
sanctioned checkoff, in a sense? 

Mr. Petrus. We don’t wish to say it is Government sanctioned. 
We just want to remove the Government from having anything to do 
with it. 

You may recall last year the bills that came up had certain respon- 
sibilities placed on Government in connection with them. 

Senator Humpnrey. Yes. 

Mr. Perrus. This would take the Government out of the opera- 
tion, and it would not be Government sanctioned or Government 
opposed. 

Senator Humpurey. Yes. 

Mr. Pertrus. Or Government controlled. 

Senator Humpurey. How do you define “marketing agency’’? 

Mr. Perrus. A marketing agency, generally speaking, here is a 
commission firm or an auction market handling the producer’s live- 
stock and remitting to him the money that is due him from the sale 
of his livestock. We do have in the act a specific definition which 
says, “The term ‘market agency’ means any person engaged in the 
business of buying or selling in commerce livestock at a stockyards on 
a commission basis or furnishing stockyards service.”’ 














MEAT PROMOTION PROGRAMS 89 


Senator Humpurey. Under the present Stockyards Act, are deduc- 
tions such as this prohibited? 

Mr. Perrus. The present Packers and Stockyards Act prohibits 
any deduction other than lawful marketing charges, or any charge 
which the producer himself may authorize. The producer could 
authorize such a deduction, but the present act 

Senator Humpurey. What this bill would do would be to auto- 
matically permit such deductions unless the producers said to the 
contrary. 

Mr. Perrus. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. It would reverse the procedure, in a sense. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. Perrus. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Humpueey. All right, sir. 

Does the Department favor the bill or oppose it? 

Mr. Perrus. The Department prefers not to take a direct position. 

Senator Humpurey. But I would prefer to have the Department 
take a direct position. They do on all the legislation I sponsor. 
Generally, they say no, and I wondered what they felt about this bill. 

Mr. Perrus. Well, perhaps this would give you the best answer I 
could give you, Senator. The Department does not object to a bill 
which would permit a deduction of this sort. 

Senator Humpurey. Do we have the Bureau of the Budget’s 
analysis of this bill? 

Usually when the Department takes the position that they favor 
the principle of certain legislation, they give us suggestions in terms 
of amendments to change the bill so that it conforms with their 
principles. Has the Legal Division of the Department been kind 
enough to prepare some amendments for this bill? 

Mr. Perrus. Mr. Bucy is from our General Counsel’s Office. 

Senator Humpnurey. I see that Mr. Bucy is going to testify, too. 

Mr. Bucy, why don’t we move right over to you now and you give 
us your views on it. 

Mr. Bucy. I think that my name was put on there as accompanying 
Mr. Pettus. 

: Senator Humpurey. We’re very happy to have both you good men 
ere. 

Mr. Bucy. We have not prepared any amendments to this bill, 
mainly on the basis that it is a matter of industry formulation of 
program. I am sure that the Department officials and the General 
Counsel’s Office would be glad to sit down with any interested parties 
and discuss the matter and be of such aid as we could to them in for- 
mulating any changes in the legislation. 

Senator Humpurey. Do you feel that there is much danger, Mr. 
Bucy, of abuse of this deduction feature in terms of misuse of moneys 
accumulated therefrom? 

Mr. Bucy. Well, I don’t know. I suppose the administrative people 
that are in the livestock field would be better qualified on that. We 
have no standard as such which ties this thing down, other than the 
fact that if it got too blatant, I would anticipate that the producers 
would object to any deduction being made. I mean, if a situation 
were blatant in nature. 

Senator Humpurey. Do we have any other self-help proposal like 
this relating to deductions for purposes of promotional activities? 
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Mr. Bucy. You mean in other commodities, Senator? 

Senator Humpurey. Yes. ‘ 

Mr. Bucy. Well, you have—I guess the only one that I know of 
offhand that is in the law at the present time is a wool program. You 
will remember they have a provision in there for a promotional 
program under the Wool Act. 

Senator Humpurey. That is correct. The American Dairy Associ- 
ation also has a program, do they not? 

Mr. Bucy. The American Dairy Association has a voluntary type 
of program. Under other commodities, there are such programs, 
but I understood your question to be whether there was specific 
treatment from a legislative standpoint. The fruit and vegetable 
pane have programs, the dairy people have promotional programs, 

ut they are on a direct industry action basis to raise funds from 
those interested in the commodity, rather than a statutory mandate 
or action in that direction. 

Senator Humpurey. In order that the record may be perfectly 
clear, does S. 3538 compel any producer to pay? 

Mr. Bucy. No, it removes a legal barrier to such action and, in 
effect, says that nothing in the act shall be construed to prohibit the 
making of such deductions if they comply with the provisions of the 
bill, namely, notifying the parties of the deduction, whom it is for, 
and that they can get their money back if they don’t want their 
money used for that purpose. 

Senator Humpurey. That leaves the implication, then, that while 
the bill amends the Stockyards and Shippers Act 
Mr. Bucy. The Packers and Stockyards Act. 

Senator Humpurey (continuing). Packers and Stockyards Act so 
as to remove any objection to a deduction, it also not only permits, 
but sets in motion a deduction system which can be avoided by the 
producer when and if he says, “I want my money back,” or “I don’t 
want to participate at all.” 

Mr. Bucy. That is correct. 

Senator Humpurey. So it is something like a reorganization plan 
of the executive branch: it goes into effect unless there is a resolution 
of disapproval. 

Mr. Perrus. Senator, might I 

Senator Humpurey. Isn’t that right, Mr. Bucy? 

Mr. Bucy. Yes, in the sense that the individual producer has the 
right to say he does not want to participate, or the market agency 
could say he didn’t propose to make the collections upon request. 

Senator Humpnrey. I see. 

Mr. Perrus. I was going to make the point, sir, that it does not 
necessarily set it in motion, but it makes it possible for such a program 
to be put in motion by the industry. 

Senator Humpurey. That clarifies it for me. It doesn’t auto- 
matically set such a program into motion, but it removes any doubt 


as to its legality and permits the industry, in this case, the Producers’ 
Association 














Mr. Perrvs. I would think so. 
Senator Humpurey. To ask the marketing agency to make the 
deduction. 


Mr. Bucy. Any producer-sponsored promotional group could make 
the request for the deductions. 
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Senator HumpHrey. You would have to get the marketing agency 
to take that. 


Mr. Bucy. That is correct. 

Senator HumpHrey. The safeguard here is that if any individual 
producer or shipper decides after the deduction has been made that 
he doesn’t want to go through with it, the money must be returned. 

Mr. Bucy. He can do that, and I believe under this bill he can 
at the time that he ships his livestock, before any deduction is made 
say that he doesn’t want to participate. 

Senator Humpurey. Both. 

Mr. Bucy. Yes. 

Senator Humpurey. Either way. After any deduction is made, 
he can ask for his money back, and also there is a proviso that if, 
at the time of shipping and selling he doesn’t want his livestock to 
be the subject of a deduction, it shall be excluded. 

Mr. Bucy. That is correct. 

Senator HumpHrReEyY. Well, it seems to me that any legal advice 
would have to come on the initiative of those who have sponsored it. 
They can talk to vou about any amendments. If you have any amend- 
ments, Mr. Bucy, I would appreciate getting them. 

Mr. Bucy. We don’t have any, but we would be glad to cooperate 
with anybody interested in the legislation that might want some 
drafting done. 

Senator Humpnrey. This, of course, does not exclude the pro- 
ducers of livestock from any other provision of the Packers and 
Stockyards Act? 

Mr. Bucy. No; there is a provision in there now that requires the 
marketing agencies to refrain from engaging in unfair practices. The 
regulations thereunder say they must promptly account to their 
producers and shippers for the net proceeds, taking into account only 
the legal charges for services. That precludes obtaining the deduc- 


tions without the prior consent of the shipper. This removes that 
present legal barrier in the act. 


Senator Humpnrey. All right, sir. 
Thanks very much, Mr. Bucy. 
Mr. Jackson, of the National Grange. 


STATEMENT OF C. W. ‘‘JACK’’ JACKSON, DIRECTOR OF 
PUBLIC RELATIONS, NATIONAL GRANGE 


Senator Humpurey. Go right ahead, Mr. Jackson. 

Mr. Jackson. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. | apologize for keeping you people waiting 
here. I hope wou will forgive me. 

Mr. Jackson. It’s quite all right. 

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate this opportunity to state the Grange’s 
views on the meat sales promotion legislation under consideration. 

Our statement will be brief because I realize that the committee 
has already held extensive hearings on the proposals and thet members 
of the committee have made a thorough study of the problems and 
questions involved. Furthermore, I think you have heard most of 
the pro arguments on the subject. 

However, I do want to point out that the Grange has traditionally 
supported agricultural legislation embodying self-help features. We 
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believe that wherever possible, self-help opportunities, such as those 
provided in this proposal, should be a part of legislation pertaining 
to any agricultural commodity. We do not believe that producers 
of livestock, or any other farm commodity, should be denied the 
opportunity to contribute—financially or otherwise to the solution 
of their own marketing problems. 

With reference to the specific legislation now under consideration, 
a resolution approved by delegates to the 9lst Annual Convention 
of the National Grange held last November stated our official position 
as follows: 

Products and services of every segment of the American economy are competing 
for the consumer’s dollar. To enjoy our full share of consumer expenditures 
we must, therefore, aggressively promote and advertise agricultural products. 

We believe that programs of sales promotion are a proper function of com- 
modity groups, and that funds to finance such programs may properly be obtained 
by voluntary participation of producers in a checkoff program involving deduc- 
tions from producer receipts for units sold. 

The executive committee of the National Grange has interpreted 
the word “voluntary,”’ as used in this resolution, to include— 

A deduction made without prior approval of the shipper—provided that the 
right is reserved to the shipper to prevent such deductions by advance notice to 
the selling agency—and further, that the right is also reserved to the shipper to 
secure a refund for any deduction made, if requested, within a reasonable period 
of time. 

In that regard, our resolution is in accord with this proposed 
legislation. 

Some have expressed a fear that proceeds collected through deduc- 
tions authorized by this legislation may not be spent in an appropriate 
manner: Our faith in producers—and in their ability to make intelli- 
gent decisions for themselves—and I might add their respect for their 
‘own money, or their regard for it—leaves us with no such feer. In 
effect, this legislation merely authorizes the individual producer to 
make up his own mind as to whether or not he wants to contribute to 
a meal sales promotion program through a checkoff against receipts 
from his livestock sales. We believe that the producer is entitled to an 
opportunity to make that decision. We believe further that the pro- 
ducer will refuse to participate unless convinced beyond a shadow 
of a doubt that his funds are being spent in an appropriate and effective 
manner. 

As we all know, producers of commodities other than lievstock are 
already free to finance sales promotional programs through deductions 
made at the point of sale. Many such programs have been operating 
successfully for years. 

In conclusion, we support the legislation under consideration and 
recommend that it be approved by the committee because: 

(a) The proposal has widespread and general support from 
producers themselves; 

(6) Other commodity groups already have the opportunities 
that this legislation would authorize; 

(c) Sales promotional programs conducted under such author- 
ity have been highly effective and successful; and 

(d) The bill is in accord with the basic self-help philosophy and 
with specific policies of the National Grange. 

Senator Humpnrey. A very helpful statement, Mr. Jackson; very 
concise. 
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Senator Mundt, do you have any questions? 

Senator Munpr. No questions. It’s a very good statement. 

Senator Humpurey. The next, concluding witness is Mr. Frank K. 
Woolley. 

Off the record just a minute. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Humpurey. Senator Mansfield, I understand that you 
have a statement. We'll be delighted to receive it, sir. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MIKE MANSFIELD, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 


Senator MansrieLtp. Mr. Chairman, and members of the com- 
mittee, as a cosponsor of S. 3538, I want to take this brief opportunit 
to urge that early and favorable consideration be given to this bill 
which will promote the marketing of livestock. This legislation, 
which is often referred to as the beef promotion bill, would allow the 
deduction of a small fee on each head of livestock that is sold in the 
salesyards and then these collections would be used to promote the 
sale of livestock products. 

The enactment of this legislation would put into operation a uniform 
national program of promoting the wider use of livestock products and 
consumption of meats supported by these small deductions. This 
would be more efficient and beneficial than the individual State pro- 
motion programs and the program would be supervised by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. The financing of a nationwide program has been 
one of the major obstacles. This legislation will make available a 
source of funds. 

The livestock industry in my State, Montana, has in recent years 
been operating a very successful voluntary beef promotion program. 
Montana is an example of what could be done on a national scale if 
S. 3538 is enacted. 

Several days ago I received some small stickers which are being 
distributed to the Montana Beef Council in promoting the consump- 
tion of beef. It is a clever promotion on a small scale. I have at- 
tached several:samples to my statement so that the committee can 
see a small part of their program. 

This is not compulsory legislation, it is permissive. The enactment 
of this bill will permit the collection of voluntary contributions on a 
nationwide basis. The stockmen, under the provisions of this bill, 
will be given an opportunity to decline from contributing prior to the 
actual sale. The bill requires that notification be given at all times of 
the amount to be deducted as well as for what purpose the deduction 
is made. In addition, the shipper may have his deduction reimbursed 
within 30 days after the sale if he desires. 

Hearings were held in the Senate on similar legislation during the 
2d session of the 84th Congress. No action was taken at that time 
because of questions raised about the means of collection and enforce- 
ment. I believe these difficulties have been resolved, and it is my 
understanding that the form of his bill meets the objections raised 
by the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion I want to restate that the promotion 
and education program set up in this legislation will be voluntary and 
would contribute immensely to the welfare of the livestock industry. 
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The industry is not and has not asked for direct subsidization and I 
do not think it is too much to ask that Congress approve a promotion 
‘program which will help to increase their sales and insure against the 
possibility of future subsidization. 

I sincerely hope that the Congress can act on this legislation prior 
to the adjournment of Congress. 

I might say in passing that we have had some drought conditions 
in Montana in the eastern counties, and because of that drought, 
there has been a movement, an early movement of cattle to market 
which means, of course, that the price of cattle is once again in jeop- 
ardy; this, after 6 years of bad prices and only this year good prices. 

I ask unanimous consent that telegrams from Mr. J. C. Blazek, 
president of the Montana Beef Council; Mr. Jack Milburn, national 
president of the Cattlemen’s Association, Mr. Ralph Miracle, secretary 
of the Montana Stockgrowers Association; Inc., and Mr. Forest Noel, 
of the Montana Livestock Auction Association, be incorporated with 
my remarks in the record. 

Senator Humpurey. It will be so done. 

(The documents referred to are as follows: ) 


LEXINGTON, Va., June 9, 1958. 
Senator Mike MANSFIELD, 
Senate Office Building., Washington, D. C.: 


Montana Livestock Auction Association strongly supports passage of 8. 3538- 
Forest NOBEL. 


Hevena, Mont., June 5, 1958. 
Hon. Mike MANSFIELD, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Senator MANSFIELD: Your appearance in support of 8. 3538 will be appreciated 
by livestock producers not only in Montana but everywhere in the country. 
Surely there can be little reason why the Federal regulation of some livestock 
markets should stand in the way of purely voluntary programs of self-help when 
all of the other commodities are free of such restriction. 

This legislation gives the Congress an opportunity to recognize the principle of 
producer participation in a broader field of interest which should benefit the con- 
sumer as well as a vital part of the Nation’s food supply. 

The delay in affording this clarification is extremely difficult for those interested 
to understand. It has made it necessary for small segments of-the cattle industry 
to carry the load for everyone, which cannot continue indefinitely. 

Livestock producers are only asking for the right to do something which they 
believe is justified and necessary. Denial of this right will be a severe blow to 
voluntary organizational enterprise. 

Sincerely, 
Raupepxw MIrRacte, 
Secretary, Montana Stockgrowers Association, Inc. 


JaAcKSON, Wyo., June 6, 1958. 
Senator Mike MANFIELD, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Greatly appreciate your wire, we will consider it an honor if you will appear 
in our behalf before Senate Agricultural Committee hearing June 9. Please 
emphasize that we insist on only a voluntary deduction at the markets and eattle- 
man’s own money would be used for research and beef promotion. You know of 
‘the success of such a plan working in Montana through the Montana Beef Coun- 
cil, 2 cents is now sent to National Livestock and Meat Board and you know now 
_13 posted markets are agreeably making deductions and actively supporting 
, our beef council. 
Thank you very much for your loyalty to the livestock industry and active 


- support. 
Jack MILBURN. 





MEAT PROMOTION PROGRAMS 95 ’ 


Guascow, Mont., June 5, 1968; 
Senator Mike MANSFIELD, 


Washington, D. C.: 


Montana Stock Growers at their convention in Great Falls this last May 22. 
23, and 24 unanimously reaffirmed their being in favor of beef promotion bill. 
S. 3538. Best personal regards to you. 


J. C. Buazex, 
President, Montana Beef Council. _ 

Senator MANsFIELD. May I say in conclusion that it is my under- 
standing, based on information which has been received this morning, 
that the Montana Farm Bureau is on record, went on record, favoring - 
this legisiation at their last State convention. So that would be 
the attitude, as I understand it, of the Montana Farm Bureau 
Association. 

Senator Humpurey. Senator Mansfield, beef is one of the big 
sources of income in Montana, is it not? 

Senator MANSFIELD. It is indeed. 

May I say, Mr. Chairman, that the cattlemen in my State, as well 
as over the Nation as a whole, have been getting by virtually on their 
own without any help from the Government, and I daresay that up 
to this past year, with the preceding 6 years, there was not a cattle- 
man, unless he was a big producer, that paid any income tax. That 
is the bad shape they were in. Now they are in good shape, and they 
have gotten that way almost entirely through their own efforts. 
This is one of the ways they are bringing about a use of beef and beef 
products. I would like to see it extended on a national scale. 

Senator Munpt. That is a very fine statement, Senator. You do 
well to emphasize the fact that there is no remote resemblance to a 
checkoff in this legislation. 

Senator MansFieLp. None. This is entirely voluntary. 

Senator Munpt. We have entirely corrected a point of criticism 
which was made more than a year ago. This will mean that after 
many days, they can get their return, or they can send a disclaimer 
in advance, at which time no deduction of any kind will be made. 

Senator MansFiELp. That is correct. 

Senator Munpt. So it is purely voluntary, endorsed by all three of 
the livestock associations involved, and now you tell us that the 
Montana State Farm Bureau has endorsed it as well. We had testi- 
mony at the earlier hearings on this bill from other States, where 
State organizations, including State units of three farm organizations, 
have all endorsed the legislation and up to now have had no testimony, 
I believe, adverse to this suggestion. 

Senator MaNsFIELD. May I say that we in Montana are very proud 
that Jack Milburn, one of our cattlemen, is president of the National 
Cattlemen’s Association. One of the telegrams I put in the record is 
a telegram from Mr. Milburn. I want to say, also, that both the 
chairman of this committee, Senator Humphrey, and the Senator 
from South Dakota, Mr. Mundt, have been very sympathetic in con- 
sidering, not only on this occasion but on other occasions when I 
have had the privilege of appearing before this committee, legislation 
of this kind. I hope that there will not be too great a delay, and this 
legislation will be reported out favorably. If it is, I’ll do my best to 
see that it is brought to the floor as soon as possible, and I know that 
you will, too. 





















96 - MEAT PROMOTION PROGRAMS 


Senator Munprt. I believe this will be the last day of hearings on 
the bill, and we’ll report it to the subcommittee very promptly. As 
you know, the chairman of the subcommittee is a get-things-done kind 
of guy, and he’ll see to it that action is taken. 
enator Humpnrey. Flattery will get you every place. 

Thank you very much, Senator Mansfield. It is a very fine 
statement. 
Now, Mr. Woolley. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK K. WOOLLEY, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, 
AND JOHN C. DATT, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Woot.ey. I would like to have Mr. Datt of our office join 
with me in presenting this statement to the subcommittee; Mr. John 
C. Datt, assistant legislative director. 
Senator Humpnrey. Very well. 
I believe this will complete the hearings on this bill. 
When is our next regular meeting? 
‘Senator Munpr. This Wednesday. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Woottey. I appreciate this opportunity, and our organization 
appreciates the opportunity to submit our views on S. 3538. Since 
we have spoken out rather vigorously against this bill, I thought you 
might want to go through this statement in detail. I can brief it if 
you want me to, or I can read through it, however you would like 
to do. I realize you are very busy. 

Senator HumpHrey. We don’t want to deny anybody the right 
to be heard, particularly when there is strong feeling on the part of 
an organization with regard to a bill. If it is background, you might 
be brief, but I certainly want to get your position. 

Mr. Wooutey. I think I might read this resolution, because we 
have had this subject squarely before us. It hasn’t been something 
that has been misunderstood or someone had to interpret what 
someone meant. It has been a rather clear proposition, as far as 
we are concerned. 

The Farm Bureau 1957 policy on promotion of agricultural com- 
modities was thoroughly reviewed by our members and the delevate 
body last year and restated with specific instructions on promotian 
of red meats so that our 1958 policy is as follows: 


PROMOTION OF AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES 


We believe that promotional work is essential for agricultural com- 
modities. The American Farm Bureau Federation through State 
and county units should stimulate interest among farmers and urge 
increased support for sound, well-coordinated programs to promote 
the increased sale and total consumption of farm products without 
duplication of effort. 

We believe that any funds raised for the purpose of promoting the 
sale of farm commodities should be collected on a voluntary basis, 
administered by an organization of producers (with handlers and 

rocessors included where it is mutually agreed that they should be 
included) through its board or committees; and that such funds should 
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be used solely for the specific purposes for which collected and not for 
legislative or political activities. 

Where well-established, nationally recognized organizations are 
carrying out industrywide promotion plans on a well-coordinated 
national basis with adequate producer representation, we will con- 
tinue to support and help improve them and will oppose the estab- 
lishment of duplicating organizations and programs. 


PROMOTION OF RED MEATS 


Our policy on promotion programs for beef, veal, pork, and lamb is 
as follows: 

1. Support for a sound, well-coordinated program without duplica- 
tion of effort should be increased. 

2. The contribution and collection of funds should be handled 
directly between producers and marketing agencies on a voluntary 
basis. A voluntary program requires no new legislation. 

3. Funds collected for promotion programs should be used solely 
for this specific purpose and not for legislative or political activities. 

4. The National Live Stock and Meat Board, with 35 years of 
experience and effective work and currently operating on an annual 
budget of more than $1 million, now meets the standards enumerated 
above. In order to increase the effectiveness of this organization 
and broaden the base of financial support, we urge that an aggressive 
effort be made to obtain the cooperation of all livestock marketing 
agencies and other segments of the industry. If this does not 
adequately finance as rapid an expansion of the program as feasible, 
then we recommend that the amount of contribution per head of 
livestock be increased as soon as possible. 

5. We urge the increased cooperation of meatpackers, retailers, 
and restaurateurs in increasing advertising and promotion work for 
meat products. 

The legislation, in its present form, was thoroughly considered by 
our National Diary and Livestock Commodity Advisory Committees 
and by the AFBF board of directors in March 1958. At that time 
a statement reaffirming Farm Bureau’s opposition to the current 
legislation was adopted. 

S. 3538, and other identical bills in the House, has been billed as 
new and different from those offered and defeated in 1957. It is 
not new, and it differs in only one major respect from the proposal 
made by the same groups a year ago. This new proposal ae also 
been referred to as permissive legislation, designed to provide for 
voluntary deductions. It is permissive only in that it would authorize 
a market agency to check off funds belonging to individual livestock 
shippers without their prior consent. To avoid such a checkoff, 
each farmer and rancher shipping livestock to posted markets would 
have to notify his market agency not to make the checkoff prior to 
sale, or in case the deduction is made without his permission, he 
would have to write in forarefund. This could hardly be considered 
a voluntary program in that the farmer or rancher would have to 
take involuntary action to protect his funds. A voluntary program 
does not require any new legislation. 

Senator Humpnrey. I was attempting to ascertain from the Depart- 
ment people awhile ago what kind of permissive legislation this is. 
You will recall Mr. Bucy was here. 
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Mr. Woo.tey. Yes; and I want to comment a little further on that 
point, Mr. Chairman, in just a second. 

Last year the House Agriculture Committee favorably reported 
H. R. 7244, a bill similar to S. 3538. The House Rules Committee 
granted a rule on H. R. 7244, but the House of Representatives in a 
rare and unusual legislative procedure, rejected by a 216 to 175 vote 
the rule, and in effect refused to consider the bill, This vote clearly 
indicated that a majority of the Members of the House understood 
the relationship of the principle to his agent in accounting for his funds 
and that no legislation was necessary. Now, if I might just stop there 
and make this point. 

It is a common-law principle that an agent must account to his prin- 
cipal for all the funds that come into halianae: He has no authority 
to divert funds. It becomes misappropriation of funds when he takes 
those funds and diverts them for a use not directed or authorized by 
the principal. That is all that is involved in the Packers and Stock- 
yards Act. The Packers and Stockyards Act set out to protect farmers 
from sharp practices that were being carried on in the marketing of 
their product. It was an attempt to protect them, and the common- 
law principle was adopted with respect to the agent accounting to 
the principal for the funds that come into his hands. The objection 
is that the proponents now want to remove that common-law protection 
or has been incorporated into Federal law. That is what is involved 

ere. 

Proponents of the livestock checkoff legislation have repeatedly 
stated that the Packers and Stockyards Act prohibits deductions for 
livestock promotion and research work. However, section 201.39 of 
the regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture, promulgated under the 
act contain the following pertinent provisions: 

201.39 Payment to be made to consignor or shipper by market agencies and 
licensees; exceptions— 

No market agency or licensee shall * * * pay the net proceeds or any part 
thereof, arising from the sale of livestock or live poultry consigned to it for sale, 
to any person other than the consignor or shipper of such livestock or live poultry 
* * * unless * * * such person holds a written order authorizing such payment 
executed by the owner at the time of or immediately following consignment of such 
livestock or live poultry. 

The regulation, in effect, says that a deduction from the net pro- 
ceeds of a livestock shipper or consignor can be made for livestock 
promotion and research, or for any purpose, providing a written order 
authorizing the deduction is made. 

This means that livestock producers can at the present time volun- 
tarily have deductions made for any given purpose, and there is 
nothing in the Packers and Stockyards Act to prohibit them from 
doing so. The Packers and Stockyards Act only prohibits a market- 
ing agency from deducting money due farmers when it has not been 
authorized to make the deduction. 

In its presentation to the House Agriculture Committee, Farm 
Bureau expressed concern that the language of H. R. 11330 seriously 
threatens, and might even prohibit, financial support of the National 
Live Stock and Meat Board by livestock producers. S. 3538 contains 
the term ‘livestock producer-sponsored association or organization” 
as the group eligible to receive deductions. 

The constitution of the National Live Stock and Meat Board— 
which, incidentally, is the organization through which a unified pro- 
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am is now being conducted with respect to red meats—contains the 
ollowing language: 
ARTICLE Ill. OBJECT 


Section 1. The abies’ of this organization shall be to initiate and encourage 
education and research in regard to livestock and meat products and to dissemi- 
nate correct information about meat in the diet and its relation to health, and 


to do all things necessary to promote the interests of the livestock and meat 
industry— 


not just the producers thereof. 


ARTICLE IV. MEMBERS 


Section 1. The number of members of the National Live Stock and Meat 
Board shall be 29. The membership of the National Live Stock and Meat 
Board shall, except as provided in this article, consist of representatives of respon- 
sible functioning organizations, national in character and embracing the several 
branches of the livestock and meat industry. 


Thus the constitution of the National Live Stock and Meat Board 
makes it clear that the board is an industry-sponsored and financed 
organization and not sponsored solely by livestock producers as 
specified in the legislation. During the 1957 hearings on similar 
legislation, this same term was interpreted as not including the 
National Live Stock and Meat Board. And this interpretation was 
not challenged. You will notice that that is not confined to livestock 
producer sponsored organizations or associations. 

Senator HumpHrey. When you say “industry sponsored,” you 
mean it is more than just producers. You don’t mean by industry 
just packers or just processors? 

Mr. Woottey. No. 

Senator Humpurey. I just wanted to clarify that point. 

Mr. Woo trey. It is farmers, ranchers, the organizations that repre- 
sent farmers and ranchers. All of the general farm organizations are 
on the National Live Stock and Meat Board, as well as the American 
National Cattlemen’s Association, the National Live Stock Producers 
Association, and so forth. But in addition to those producer repre- 
sentatives there are the packers and the National Association of 
Retail Meat & Food Dealers, the National Association of Retail 
Grocers, the chains and so forth, where everybody cooperates through 
this board in moving all red meats in a coordinated industrywide 
operation. 

Senator Humpurey. Will the money be raised from all of these 
different groups? 

Mr. Woot.ey. Thatisright. Part of it is raised from the producers 
and part from other people. 

Senator Humpurey. Is the National Live Stock and Meat Board 
a going organization now? 

Mr. Woo.tey. It has been going for 35 years, and it has done a 
wonderful job. 

Before the House Agriculture Committee last year, it was clearly 
obvious that the National Live Stock and Meat Board had been 
devoting its attention to doing the job and had done very little about 
promoting an understanding of itself, and the House Agriculture 
Committee was greatly surprised to find out that there are literally 
thousands of daily newspapers carrying articles prepared by the 
Live Stock and Meat Board; radio programs, television programs, 
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educational programs throughout the high schools and colleges of the 
country, all kinds of research—all of these things. .This came as quite 
@ surprise. 

As a matter of fact, in an exchange of correspondence with one of 
the prominent members of a subcommittee of the House Agriculture 
Committee, he said that up until this time, he hadn’t really realized 
what the Board was doing. 

Senator Munprt. Mr. Woolley, it must be obvious that the Na- 
one Live Stock and Meat Board—it has been functioning for how 
ong? 

Mr. Woo.tey. Thirty-five years. 

Senator Munpr. It must be failing some place along the line to do 
what the farmers and producers want to have done or you wouldn’t 
have this great, consistent clamor from the producers of beef and the 
producers of pork and the producers of sheep asking that legislation 
of this kind be introduced and be passed to provide them as pro- 
ducers with the direct opportunity to do whatever it is that they 
must feel the Live Stock Board is not doing. 

Now, what is it that the Live Stock Board is not doing? These 
are practical producers, these are not visionary fears, these are not 
vextbook lighters. These are not people in colleges with hypothesies 
they are trying to vindicate. These are farmers and producers, and 
their bread and butter depends upon the revenue from the produce 
that is sold. They say something needs to be added. What is it 
that this Live Stock Board is failing to do after 35 years that brings 
this great unanimity of producers that live on the farms, as differing 
from the chainstore owners and the grocers, and other people? 

Mr. Woot.ey. We believe there are probably more beef, hog, and 
lamb producers connected with the Farm Bureau by far than there 
are all the rest of the organizations combined that have been listed 
here. The unanimity of opinion that you cite is the listing of a lot of 
groups of pos some of which consist of only a few people. If I 
were to start listing people that are interested in the opposite point 
of view, it would make equally as long a list. The list that has been 
presented as to the people that are interested in this legislation goes 


so far as to list county farm bureaus. It lists one State farm bureau 
that is for it. 


Senator Munpr. Just one? 

Mr. Woot.ey. Yes, and the House Committee report lists two as 
being for it that are not for it. Also, it lists the National Meat 
Promotion Committee as being for it, and it is not for it. 

Senator Munpr. Just Montana alone is the only State farm 
bureau that is for the bill? Is that your testimony? 

Mr. Woottey. No; the one listed here in the House report is the 
North Dakota 

Senator Munprt. I don’t care about the House report. But we 
have the testimony of a colleague that the State of Montana Farm 
Bureau is for it. If the House says that North Dakota is for it, then 
is it your testimony that there are only two State farm bureaus, to 
wit, Montana and North Dakota, that are for this bill? 

Mr. Woottey. The testimony of the Farm Bureau is this. I 
think we have explained this a number of times. Our organization 
is organized strictly on the basis of self-discipline. It is a federation. 
The power is in the States. 
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We have an agreement whereby the States agree to the policiessthat 
are voted upon by the elected voting delegates at an annual meeting, 
and any State that disagrees with that, has the authority and the 
responsibility to notify the American Farm Bureau Federation that 
they disagree. When they do that, then they are definitely reported 
as being in opposition to the American Farm Bureau’s point of view. 
They are at perfect liberty to come down here or any place else and 
testify against it. 

Senator Munpt. That doesn’t answer the question. I am familiar 
with how they operate. You testified that there was a county farm 
bureau in Wyoming that was against it and the one State farm bureau 
that was against it. You said North Dakota. I said we listened. to 
Senator Mansfield, a very reputable Senator, say that the Montana 
Farm Bureau was for it. 

Mr. Woout.ey. Our procedure is that the States pass a resolution. 
Then they get together, the 48 States and Puerto Rico, and try to 
compromise and come out with a unanimous opinion with respect to 
these particular issues that are quite controversial. Lots of times, 
what the State’s resolution was does not continue to be the State’s 
policy with respect to that after they have negotiated with the other 
States as to what they want the national policy to be. It is the agree- 
ment of the States that the national policy as set forth in our resolu- 
tions of the American Farm Bureau is the policy that applies to their 
State unless they notify us to the contrary. 

Now, it is true that Montana did, in considering this subject, pass 
a resolution in favor of it. It is not true, however, to my knowledge, 
and, John, you have the detailed records here, that Montana did not 
notify us that they were in opposition to the final agreement reached 
by the delegates this last December. 

Senator Munpr. Then probably what you want to say for the 
record is that insofar as the National Farm Bureau has been notified, 
only the State of North Dakota is against it. Because Senator Mans- 
field says that the State of Montana is against it. We had testimony 
here at the last hearing, which was a couple of weeks ago, or 3 weeks 
ago, that the State Farm Bureau of Mississippi was for the bill, the 
State Farm Bureau of Utah was for the bill. I think there were 
1 or 2 others. So there is a justifiable discrepancy between what 
you say and an understandable one, when you say the National Farm 
Bureau has been notified that North Dakota is against it, as against 
what has been said by these other states. 

Mr. Wooutey. Plus this, that no one from the State farm bureaus 
came down here and testified and said that. Somebody else said 
that. They didn’t say it or put it in writing. 

Senator Munpr. I know, but they were farm bureau members; 

Mr. Woottey. They were not authorized, to our knowledge, to 
speak for the State farm bureau. 

Senator Munpr. I know, but I wanted to get the facts in the 
record. It is very easy to ‘find out whether these farm bureaus are 
for or against it. They will notify the committee, even if they haven’t 
notified you. 

I agree with you that some outsider shouldn’t come in and say that 
they are for it. When you hear these things in a committee hearing, 
though, you accept it. 
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Mr. Woottey. All I’m trying to do is set the record straight. 
The only State that has said they have taken the position that they 
are against the position taken by the American Farm Bureau-— 

Senator Munpr. That they have said to you? 

Mr. Woottey. That is right. We know of no State having 
testified to the contrary or having written letters to the Congress to 
the contrary. 

During the earlier Senate Agriculture Committee hearings this 
ear on S. 3538, a letter from USDA expressing its views on the 
egislation was placed in the record. In this letter USDA raised some 

question as to whether the language, “livestock producer-sponsored 
association or organization,” would include organizations that were 
cosponsored or supported by segments of the livestock industry other 
than producers. ‘The Department suggested an amendment to clarify 
this particular question. 

Senator Munpr. Again today, we emphasized that and proposed a 
clarifying amendment. 

Mr. Woottey. Yes. 

In response to this suggestion, J. G. Montague, attorney for the 
Texas & Southwest Cattle Raisers Association, speaking for the pro- 
ponents before the Senate Agriculture Committee this year, stated 
that the proponents of the legislation were very much opposed to any 
‘change in that particular language of the bill. 

This leaves the situation as follows: 

The proponents say that they favor the National Live Stock and 
Meat Board continuing as it now is operating. 

The legislation raises a question as to whether the board would be 
eligible to receive funds collected under it. 

The proponents object to clarifying the legislation. 

Senator Humpurey. We'll include in the record the National Live- 
stock Producers Association letter after the conclusion of Mr. Woolley’s 
statement. 

I have to leave now, Senator Mundt. There is a bill that is coming 
up on the floor. Would you continue the hearing? 

Senator Munpr. Yes, certainly. 

Mr. Woottey. In response to this suggestion, J. G. Montague, 
attorney for the Texas & Southwest Cattle Raisers Association, speak- 
ing for the proponents before the Senate Agriculture Committee this 
year, stated that the proponents of the legislation were very much 
opposed to any change in that particular language of the bill. 

This leaves the situation as follows: 

The proponents say that they favor the National Live Stock and 
Meat Board continuing as it now is operating. 

The legislation raises a question as to whether the board would be 
eligible to receive funds collected under it. 

The proponents object to clarifying the legislation. 

Senator Munpr (presiding). At that point, let me ask this. You 
raised the same point that the Department of Agriculture raises about 
clarifying the legislation. The great preponderance of those testifyin 
in favor of the bill have argued that they do not oppose the Nationa 
Live Stock and Meat Board and actually would expand their support 
of it by giving them a certain stipulated part of this collection, but it 
is not made hid in the bill. Assuming that that ambiguity could be 
ironed out so that it could be positively assured that nothing here 
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would in any way reduce or minimize or eliminate the very construc- 
tive activities in which we all agree that the National Live Stock and 
Meat Board is now engaging, would that tend to minimize your 
opposition to the legislation? 

Mr. Woou.ey. Well, Senator, one of our real causes of concern is 
that the proposal will create disunity. I think as I go along here you 
will see that there is in addition to this also some other questions we 
have about it. Allow me to centinue and then, if we haven’t satisfied 
you as to our point of view, we’ll come back and be sure you have a 
complete answer as to our position. 

This leads us to ask: What is the attitude of the proponents toward 
a coordinated national livestock promotion program on all red meats? 

From a practical standpoint, it is very doubtful whether a market 
agency would agree to make 2 separate deductions, 1 for the meat 
board, as is now a common practice, and 1 for some other organization 
or a group of organizations. A market agency would have about 
three choices: 


1. To continue to make deductions for the meat board, provided it 
qualifies—there is that question. 

2. To discontinue deductions for the meat board and, instead to 
deduct for one of the organizations established under this legislation. 


- 


3. To refuse to make any deductions. 

Senator Munpt. Shouldn’t you add a fourth, to make deductions 
simultaneously for the meat board and for whatever organizations 
would distribute and utilize a part of these funds? 

Mr. Woot.ey. Well, we say that as a practical matter they proba- 
bly wouldn’t do that. 

Senator Munprt. Well, they would have the fourth option. 

Mr. Woottey. That is right. 

Senator Munpt. So they could do that. 

Mr. Woo.tey. Yes. 

Senator Munpt. Assuming the legislation is clarified so they knew 
about the division of funds, that would be a perfectly legitimate fourth 
alternative. 

Mr. Woottey. Regardless of what action the market agency might 
take, such action would create serious customer relationship problems 
for itself and affect the competitive relationship between markets and 
market agencies. 

Some proponents contend that the several producer-sponsored 
organizations receiving checkoff funds would remit to the meat board. 
This is what was promised when the present California Beef Council 
was established November 1, 1957, by State law. The California 
Beef Council has not, to our knowledge, remitted any funds to the 
meat board, with the result that the meat board’s revenue from 
California has been substantially reduced since November 1, 1957. 
We can expect this situation to prevail elsewhere if this legislation 
is enacted. 

Now, in order to check up on that particular question, we inquired 
of the National Live Stock and Meat Board what had happened to 
the collections from California. Here is the reply that we received: 

In reply to your request for information concerning the receipt of funds from 
the California Beef Council collected since the beef council law went into effect 
November 1, 1957, this is to advise that as of this date, the National Live Stock 
and Meat Board has received no funds from this source. As regards the collec- 
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tions on the markets of California for the work of the board, following are some 
comparative figures taken from our books: 

From November 1, 1956, through May 31, 1957, we received from collections 
at Los Angeles $3,926.26, while during the comparable period, 1957-58, we 
received $2,162.09, a decrease of $1,764.17. 

Likewise, in San Francisco, during the earlier period, we received $716 and 
seme odd cents, compared with $354, or a decrease of $362. 

In the case of Stockton, where collections ceased on cattle and collections have 
have been made on sheep and lambs and hogs for the board’s work, we received 
for the earlier period, $1,000 and some odd, or a decrease of $862. Receipts from 
the auction markets—Visalia, Dixon, and Roseville, amounted to $1,156 and 
$548 respectively, or a decrease of $607. 

This means that during the period November 1, 1956, through May 31, 1957, 
we received from livestock collections in California a total of $7,012.92, as com- 
en the same period of time in 1957-58, a figure of $3,416, or a decrease 
of $3,596. 


Aside from the decrease in the collection for the board’s work, one of the real 
problems, as far as the board’s collections are concerned, is the fact that histori- 
cally it has been extremely difficult to maintain a program of collections unless 
all of the major markets in a given area were making collections for the board’s 
work. 

Now, what that letter is saying is that since the beef council organ- 
ized in California under State law, the board didn’t get 1 cent from 
the California Beef Council, and the collections from the other sources 
have fallen often very drastically in the State of California. 

Now this is one reason why we say that this proposal is getting the 
meat promotion program into hot water. 

Senator Munprt. Let me point out, however, Mr. Woolley, that what 
has taken place in California has occurred in the absence of the passage 
of S. 3538. 

Mr. Woo.tey. But it shows—— 

Senator Munpt. What that letter also says is that unless Congress 
responds to this insistent demand of so many State and county and 
national livestock producer associations, I say as a friend of the 
Livestock Board who wants to see its good work continued and ex- 

anded, this program of attrition is likely to expand, because other 
States are likely to enact legislation and to take steps to say, well if 
the Federal Government will not respond to our desires, we will move 


And the same loss of revenue will occur to the Livestock Board and 
we will be moving backward instead of forward, where you have the 
men whose livelihoods are dependent upon raising of livestock at a 
profit as unanimous as they are, and as insistent and as persistent as 
they are, with the ingenuity and independent spirit that they have, 
they will find ways like they did in California to do the thing by 
State action, and as a result you start to let the Livestock Board dry 
on the vine, which we both agree would be bad. 

Now, if we can enact legislation which not only will continue the 
nourishment the Livestock Board is now getting, but expand it by 
bringing it into this family of collections, I think then we have made 
great constructive headway from the standpoint of increasing the 
consumption of red meat and safeguarding the income of the pro- 
ducers thereof. 

Mr. Woot ey. I sincerely wish that I could agree with you. I 
fear, however, that the reverse is true. 

Senator Munpr. The very evidence that you bring in from Cali- 
fornia justifies my views. 

Mr. Woottey. I think that what is going on in California—— 
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Senator Munpr. The law has not been passed. This is happening 
without the passage of the act. 

Mr. Woo.tey. I think that what is going on in California may 
result in the California law being changed. 

Senator Munpr. It may also result in the California law bein 
imitated as we have already independent action in Montana, an 
we have some semblance of independent action m Texas, and they 
are going to find a way to protect themselves, because the producers 
of livestock very creditably, in my opinion, oppose fixing of livestock 
prices, which I am sure the Farm Bureau also opposes. 

Mr. Weottey. Yes, Farm Bureau opposes price fixing. 

Senator Munpr. But they don’t want to just let themselves be 
caught helpless because of some legal entaglements. I hope that 
we can come up with some constructive suggestions whereby both 
the Livestock Board’s fine program can be continued and expanded 
and you have this additional, not duplicating, but supplementary 
source like General Motors does not rely entirely on radio advertising. 
They also use TV. You can’t call that duplication. That is supple- 
mental. It also uses magazines and newspapers and automobile 
shows and every conceivable gimmick to sell cars, and I think what 
the producers of red meat are saying, “Let’s do everything we are 
doing in the Livestock Board; let’s do more of it. Let’s do it better 
and let’s supplement that by things which they have not been doing.’’ 

And they consequently can expand the demand and increase the 
market and shore up the profits of the livestock business. 

Mr. Woottey. The only difference apparently is that I interpret 
this to indicate that there is some question as to what the people would 
say they favor, what they really intend concerning the Live Stock and 
the Meat Board. 

Senator Munpr. You have got that ambiguity and there is con- 
fusion in the testimony, and the Department of Agriculture agrees 
we should try to write into the legislation something to clarify it; no 
question about it. 

Mr. Wooutey. And there has been this diversion of funds where 
the collections in California have gone down under this sort of a thing. 

Senator Munpt. Yes, but I still insist that you cannot condemn 
an act which has not been passed by something which occurred 
wherever the act was introduced. That doesn’t make sense in sny- 
body’s language. 

Mr. Woo tey. I didn’t try to do it from that standpoint. I did 
it from the standpoint of raising the question as to what these people 
really intend, who say they are for the Meat Board but are diverting 
funds away from the Meat Board. It is having that effect. The 
proposed legislation would authorize an unlimited number of local, 
State, regional, or national producer sponsored beef, pork, and lamb 
organizations to request market agencies to deduct and divert an 
unlimited amount of funds from proceeds of sales of slaughter live- 
stock. These funds would then be turned over to this multitude of 
organizations to finance separate promotional programs and other 
activities for beef, pork, and lamb. 

Establishment of hundreds of separate promotional organizations 
for beef, pork, and lamb would force many farmers and ranchers to 


compete with themselves, their neighbors, and innumerable livestock 
organizations in other States. 
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For example, a single local swine producer’s organization could 
qualify for checkoff funds and promote locally produced pork against 
pork produced in another State. There aaah also be a tendency to 
promote pork against beef and against lamb and for the promotion 
of beef produced in one State against beef in another, or beef against 
pork and lamb. Such a situation would create disunity among live- 
stock producers. The Farm Bureau is for a unified, coordinated na- 
tional livestock promotion program and we are opposed to taking 
action which would play one livestock group off against another. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation, as one of the member 
organizations constituting the National Live Stock and Meat Board 
wishes to call attention to the attached booklet entitled “The Nation- 
wide Program for Meat,” the leaflet “How Meat is Being Promoted 
Nationally,” and a mimeographed summary of activities. These 
materials explain in some detail the organization, the financing, and 
the program of the Meat Board. 

It will be noted that the National Live Stock and Meat Board has 
been in operation for more than a third of a century and that live- 
stock growers and feeders are in a majority on the Board’s 30-member 
directorate, which also includes representatives from the packing in- 
dustry, livestock marketing agencies, meat retailers, and the restau- 
rant industry. Members of the Board of Directors are appointed by 
associations representing the various segments of the industry— 
including representatives of the three national general farm organiza- 
tions—and serve without pay. 

Senator Munpr. A point of information. Who appoints those 
people? 

Mr. Wootuey. They are appointed by the member organization 
that is listed in the bylaws. 

The participating organizations are listed in the constitution and 
bylaws of the board. 

Senator Munpr. Do I understand that there are 30 member organ- 
izations listed in the bylaws? 

Mr. Woo.tuey. Twenty-nine. 

Senator Munpr. Twenty-nine? 

Mr. Woou.ey. No; that is not correct. There are 19 different or- 
ganizations listed, and they select the number of members that is set 
forth in the bylaws for each representative organization. 

Senator Munpr. And some organizations have more than one? 

Mr. Wootuey. That is correct. 

Senator Munpr. And some have just one? 

Mr. Woo..ey. That is correct. 

Senator Munpr. So you have 30 people? 

Mr. Woo.t.ey. That is right, 30 are on the board. 

Senator Munpr. Comprising the board, who are selected from 18? 

Mr. Wooutey. That is right. 

Senator Munpr. Each of the 19 gets assigned 1 or 2 or 3 or 4 
members, whatever it is? 

Mr. Woo..ey. Four is the maximum. 

Senator Munpr. Four is the maximum, and the organization with 
the most selection, it is 4, the organization with less selection, 1? 

Mr. Woouuuy. That is correct. The board’s program is financed 
with funds collected by marketing agencies from livestock growers 
and feeders at the rate of 2 cents per head on cattle, two-thirds cent 
on hogs and calves, and two-fifths cent per head on sheep and lambs. 
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Senator Munpr. Would it be appropriate or is this matter covered 


by security, to put in the 18 organizations with the number of mem- 
bers assigned to each? 


Mr. Wooutey. We will be happy to put that in the record. 
Senator Munpr. I’d like to have it at. this point, because other 
members of the committee might want it. 


Mr. Woot.ey. Yes, sir; we will be happy to, right out of the 
constitution and bylaws. 


Senator Munpt. We don’t want to pry into your affairs, but if it 
is public information, very good. 
(The document referred to is as follows:) 


[Excerpted from p. 3 and 4 of the constitution and bylaws of the National Live Stock and Meat Board] 


ARTICLE IV 


Section 1. The number of members of the National Live Stock and Meat 
Board shall be 30. The membership of the National Live Stock and Meat 
Board shall, except as provided in this article, consist of representatives of re- 
sponsible functioning organizations, national in character and embracing the 
several branches of the livestock and meat industry. 

Src. 4. The following organizations shall be entitled to appoint the number 
of members indicated: 


Organization: Members 
American Farm Bureau Federation. _................-_---------- 
American National Cattlemen’s Association___-— ~~ -_- ‘. 
Kansas Livestock Assoriation___.......-- fe tigkea dinate « concede ae 
Loum Fooders Astiraatios: 5... <2. 0c c8 ee cea ebe ete toe 
National Wool Growers Appociation..oo. .. 2c ce ce ee en ee 
Swine Growers: Aspodintion =. 20563401045 oe ie sec oes ST 
Texas and Southwestern Cattle Raisers Association............ - . 
Liveitack AOchet RaNOOGRNS sn cdc non askdo nd acne lannnsee 
PUPCIUINELE CLARWCRTGEIOIR MOTIONS on ee em giaeenn dcp 
National Live Stock Producers Association 
Farmers Union__ 
Nethoneh Ce PGORG cies ae Uslescain nett k Gib ane deh ddd eahtian wel 
National Livestock Aue tion Association 
American Meat Institute ___ eee Sets x 
National Association of Ret 1il Meat ai id Food De: alers_ Oy es Rte Tk 
National Association of Retail Grocers___..............-.-_-_---- 
National Association of Food Chains 
Super Market Institute, Inc 
National Restaurant Association 


ht et et et et et et DD DD Gt tC 


Mr. Woo.tuey. These funds are matched on a per head basis by 
participating packers. Additional funds are provided through con- 
tributions made by a number of livestock associations and matched 
by the American Meat Institute. 

Senator Munpt. They are collected by the marketing agents, are 
they not? 

Mr. Woouury. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. The same way you would in this bill? 

Mr. Woot.ey. I didn’t understand the question. 

Senator Munpr. In the same manner that they would in this bill? 

Mr. Woo.uey. No. 

Senator Munpt. By the same collectors, let us say? 

Mr. Woout.ey. No. I don’t understand that. 

Senator Munpt. I am trying to figure who collects the 2 cents per 
head. 

Mr. Woo..try. The 2 cents per head from the farmers is collected 
by the marketing agency. 

26824588 
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Senator Munpt. That is what I mean. 

Mr. Woouuey. Which would be the same group under the bill; that 
is correct. 

Senator Munopt. That is right. 

Mr. Woo.t.ry. But the contributions made by the packers and by 
a number of livestock associations, there is no such contribution pro- 
vided for in the bill that is before the committee. 

Senator Munpr. That is on a matching basis? 

Mr. Woottey. Yes. 

Senator Munptr. Now, what does the producer do now under 
this program to get his 2 cents collected? Does he write each market- 
ing agent a letter and say, ‘‘Please collect for me,”’ or how do you do it? 

Mr. Woottey. I am not qualified to say what transpires thr oughout 
the country on this subject. Some people say, the proponents of it 
have said that the deduction is made first and then the producer is 
notified that he can get a refund if he wants to in a manner exactly 
similar to the way the bill is drafted. 

Senator Munpr. That was my information, Mr. Woolley, and 
I want to get the facts. It is my information that we had modeled 
S. 3538, as far as the collection process was concerned, after the 
prevailing practice with the livestock board, but earlier in your testi- 
mony you sort of indicted our bill as having elements of involuntaryism 
in It. 

Mr. Woo.t.ey. Well, it does. 

Senator Munpr. It seems to me those same elements prevail here. 

Mr. Woottey. I know of a particular case that involves—I think 
it is the Central Valley Livestock Association out in California. 

Mr. Rozzoni, who is the president of the California Farm Bureau, 
testified with respect to that in the House, and he pointed out that— 
this was last year when the other bill was up and the proponents at 
that time didn’t want to say that they would agree that the producer 
could avoid the checkoff even if he accompanied his livestock to the 
auction market with a shipment. 

Senator Munpr. The bill has been changed. 

Mr. Woot.ey. Yes, it is changed in that regard. 

Senator Munpr. And changed in an effort, as I say, to utilize in the 
main the same practices precisely which prevailed in the collections 
from the livestock board, which, I think, has been done. 

Mr. Woot.ry. The very fact that the proponents refused last year 
to permit a producer to avoid the checkoff right at the time he was 
settling up at the auction window shows that the proponents were 
intending to rely upon making refunds as difficult as they could for 
the producer to get back. 

Now, the only time they changed it was after they got beat in the 
House. 

Senator Munpr. Whatever it showed or didn’t show, and it is hard 
to read a man’s mind as to what he had in view. It could have been 
inexperience in writing Federal legislation, it could have been an 
overabundance of zeal. 

I am sure you believe in the doctrine of reformation. 

They have changed. You can’t condemn them for what they 
advocate now because they advocated something else earlier. At 
the moment, it seems to me, they are advocating applying the 
principle which prevails in the Livestock Board to their collections, 
that insofar as your system is now voluntary, this system is voluntary. 
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I think both systems are voluntary, because under both systems 
you can write a disclaimer in advance, don’t take away any of my 
money, and you don’t take it away under your prevailing system, 
and we wouldn’t take it away under this bill. 

It this a fair statement of fact? 

Mr. Woo.t.ey. One thing that bother me about this is that I 
have with me here the House report that came out-on June 2, with 
respect to the companion bill that is in the House, and, the statement 
says: 


The purpose of this bill is to remove any question that may exist as to the 
legality of deductions made be dealers from the proceeds of livestock sales and 
turning it over to the National Live Stock and Meat Board for promotional 


purposes, 

Now, as a matter of fact, that is not the reason why the legislation 
is being passed. It is quite obvious that it is not the reason. A 
question has never been raised about the deductions that have been 
made for the National Live Stock and Meat Board. 

The lawyers in the Department of Agriculture have said specifically 
that since this has been going on for a period of some 33 years, that it 
has become a normal and accepted practice of the trade and they do 
not question its legality. 

If someone has an objection to the National Live Stock and Meat 
Board’s procedures that are taking place, now, first you have to 
find somebody that wants to raise an objection. I assume the 
proponents who say they are in favor of the National Live Stock and 
Meat Board don’t want to go to court and question the National 
Live Stock and Meat Board. I don’t know of anybody else that 
wants to. 


eer ae Munpr. They have told us that they support: the livestock 
bill. 

Mr. Woottry. That is right. That is as I have heard their 
testimony, so I assume they don’t want to question, so there is still 
no question raised. 

Assuming that somebody wants to challenge the board they must 
first state a cause of action, and in order to have an effective cause 
of action, you must be able to show some kind of probable damages 
in order to get into court. 

There is nothing difficult about avoiding the deduction under the 
National Live Stock and Meat Board. 

Senator Munpr. Nor under this system we propose. The proce- 
dure of avoidance is the same under either system. 

Mr. Wooutry. There are plenty of procedures, though, involved 
now that I know of where there is not any question at all about it 
being strictly voluntary, and we as an organization say that it should 
be voluntary everyplace, and we would like to see it that way, and we 
are urging that it be that way everyplace. 

We don’t like the involuntary type of deductions used .anyplace. 

Senator Munpr. You are not thinking of amending the basic act 
to include that definition of voluntaryism for the Live Stock Meat 
Promotion Board, though? 


Mr. Woo.tey. Legislation isn’t needed if a voluntary procedure is 
followed. 


Senator Munpr. No; but you have the authority now which is 
available, and I quite agree with you that the House report is wrong 








110 MEAT PROMOTION PROGRAMS 


if it says that the purpose of the legislation is to wipe out the question 
of legality as to what the Live Stock Board is now doing. 

Mr. Woot.tey. That is correct. 

Senator Munpr. But I don’t agree with you if you suggest that, 
you should attribute that to the promoters of this legislation. 

Mr. Woo ey. I didn’t so suggest. 

Senator Munpr. They are not responsible for that. 

Mr. Wooutey. No; I don’t attribute that to them. 

Senator Munpr. Yes. Go ahead. 

Mr. Woottey. But the only point is, it shows you what kind of 
arguments are being presented. 

Senator Munpr. If you say a man who wrote that language for the 
House report; namely, unknown-—— 

Mr. Woou.try. That is right, and nothing personal about it as far 
as anybody is concerned. 

Senator Munpr. Sure. We all make mistakes. 

Mr. Woottey. A large majority of the members of the Farm Bureau 
are producers and feeders of livestock, including dairy cattle. We are 
particularly concerned about those members who would be directly 
affected by the checkoff. 

Senator Munpr. I don’t think the word “checkoff” is precisely 
accurate. 

Mr. Woo1i.ey. Oh, yes. 

Senator Munpt. I am not sure it is fair, because this is not a 
checkoff unless the present system is a checkoff, because it is not a 
checkoff for the man who writes a letter to the marketing agency 
and says: “‘Dear Friend: Please do not deduct from me.” He is not 
checked off. 

The checkoff I-am familiar with is the kind Walter Reuther has 
where you have no choice. That is a checkoff, and you have got no 
alternative. When you and I draw our salaries Uncle Sam checks off 
for taxes and social security. That is a checkoff. 

Mr. Woottry. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. But this isn’t a checkoff because you can write 
and avoid it, unless you want to put it in quotation marks. 

Mr. Woou.ey. This whole question of checkoff—and I am going 
to use the term ‘“‘checkoff’’—this whole question of checkoff actually 
got a lot of real impetus with the checkoff that is included in the wool 
program. There you had 14 percent of the producers voting for a 
checkoff, and it was imposed on the other 86, and as far as the farmer 
or rancher who does not like the checkoff on the wool is concerned, 
he can’t avoid it in any way, shape, or form. 

He is stuck with it. Now, it is true here—— 

Senator Munpr. Let me tell you from the standpoint of the fellows 
sitting around this table where we have recently reenacted the Wool 
Act by unanimous vote of the committee, and I don’t recall any single 
witness, to say nothing of any organization of witnesses, coming in 
and complaining about the checkoff on the wool. 

Mr. Woou.ey. Oh, no; we did. 

Senator Munpr. Iam talking about the sheepmen. I know you did, 

Mr. Woot.iey. We represent sheepmen. 

Senator Munpt. Sheepmen per se? But I am talking now about 
the producers. 

Mr. Woautuey. We represent producers. 
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Senator Munprt. So I don’t believe that the sheep producers per se 
and their organization, I know they didn’t indicate any change because 
they could have amended that if they wanted it amended. 

But your testimony there, I believe, also was uniquely lonesome as 
far as that position was concerned. 

Mr. Woottey. The proponents don’t want the market agency to 
have to live up to the common law as provided in the Packers and 
Stockyards Act with respect to this. 

Senator Munpt. No. They said to this committee that they want 
to have available to the producers of livestock, red-meat livestock, the 
same practices which prevail from the standpoint of the common law 
as it relates to the packing and stockyards bill, no more and no less. 

Mr. Woo ttey. All that is in the Packers and Stockyards Act and 


regulations issued pursuant to it is actually in effect a restatement of 
the common law. 


Senator Munprt. A permissive 
Mr. Woo .tey. It gives it a Federal authority. 

Senator Munpt. A Federal permissive deduction which they now 
take. 

Mr. Woo tev. If it is voluntary you don’t need any legislation. 

Senator Munpt. You need this legislation, Mr. Woolley, to enable 
the marketing agents to do for these other associations what they now 
do for the Live Stock Board, because that legality has been challenged, 
and I presume that is what the House report dealt with, not the way 
it relates to the Live Stock Board, but the fact that when they relate 
it to the Beef Council and others, then you get into a fussy legal 
situation which they are trying to eliminate by the act. 

Mr. Woo.tuey. What you have now is one national group for all 
three red meats, and they are acting in a unified and coordinated way 
so that conflict is avoided, but this opens up what we think will be a 
disastrous conflict within the livestock industry, and we just don’t 
think it is wise. 

Senator Munpt. That is jumping to a different issue and a different 
— of objection from the matter of legality. Wise or unwise, that 

as to be argued out on its own merits quite apart from the legality 
of it. 

Mr. Woottey. If I understand you correctly, the legality of a 
market agency deducting funds, yes, we think that raises a question 
if the deduction is not based on custom or prior authorization of the 
producer. There is a turkey bill that is now pending before the 
Congress. 

Senator Munpt. Just newly introduced? 

Mr. Woottey. It provides for a checkoff to be voted in by a refer- 
endum. This suggests checkoffs for every kind of conceivable com- 
modity. The siren song, If you will just invest in my advertising 
agency, we will solve all your problems, is a nice story, but when you 
look at the advertising that is going on now with respect to meat at 
the present time it looks like the saturation point is being reached. 
The Washington newspapers always impress me with the fact that 
there are literally dozens of pages of full page ads just week after 
week for meat and meat products. 

As I have mentioned earlier, the National Live Stock and Meat 
Board has been doing a magnificent job of getting coverage and 
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special newspaper programs, the Sunday supplements, TV, radio, 
everything else. 

Now I don’t think that the producers of livestock commodities are 
going to find themselves benefited, if they shift a lot of responsibility 
and burden for that cost from the people that are now paymg:it over 
to themselves. 

Senator Munpr. I don’t agree with your basic thesis, that all you 
have to do is advertise, ‘‘Eat meat,’”’ or “Eat red meat,’’ any more 
than I think that the automobile industry became the basic Ameri- 
can industry and one of our most important single industries not by 
advertising, ‘‘Buy automobiles,” or ‘“‘Buy four-wheeled self-propelling 
vehicles.” 

They said even in General Motors, “Buy Buicks, buy Chevrolets, 
buy Pontiacs.”” The Chrysler Corp. competes among its various 
projects and so does Ford, because you have got to get people 
interested in a particular item. 

Mr. Woottey. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. And so the swine people say, ‘Buy pork,” or 
“Buy bacon.” 

The other fellow says, ‘‘Buy beef,’’ or “Buy hamburger.” 

The other fellow says, “Buy lamb,” and when you add it up in 
the aggregate you sell a whale of a lot more meat than if you simply 
say, “Buy meat.” 

Competition is good. 

Mr. Woottey. I agree. We are all for it. Take your illustration 
with respect to General Motors. Swift, Armour, Rath, you can just 
keep on naming them, they have had their Blackhawk brand, their 
Star brand, they have this brand that they are pushing. 

You have a great deal of livestock product advertising by pushing 
a particular brand. 

Senator Munpr. The only difference is that the fellow who raised 
it wants to do some pushing also. 

Mr. Wootiey. We are all for him pushing. We just want him to 
push in such a way that the net effect is that he has more money and 
that we are actually moving more commodities and that we are not 
providing a mechanism for them to cut each other’s throats. 

Senator Munpr. I don’t know how well you know these people who 
run the so-called American National, but they have been coming down 
and. talking to this committee I belong to ever since I have been in 
the Senate, and I found them to be a pretty sound, a pretty sensible, 
a sm sturdy bunch of Americans, and I just can’t make myself 
believe that they get all steamed up about a program which is going 
to hurt them. 

I think if they are smart enough to raise beef and are smart enough 
to go through the drought and the depression and the short supplies 
and the long supplies, smart enough to come down to Congress and 


say, ‘‘Don’t put a floor under our prices, just give us a chance to get 
along”’ 





Mr. Woo.tey. We agree with them about price controls. 

Senator Munpr. I believe they are probably smart enough to figure 
out an advertising campaign that is going to do more good than bad. 

Mr. Woo.t.ey. You understand that time after time on issue after 
issue the livestock people and the American Farm Bureau Federation 
have been exactly on the same side of the fence? 
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Senator Munpt. What makes you think they can be right so often 
and so completely wrong this time? 

Mr. Woot.iey. Many of the members of their organization are mem- 
bers of our organization, and they formulate the policy in our organiza- 
tion, and there isn’t any question about how they formulate it. 

Senator Munpt. Of course, in your organization, they are diluted 
with members of every other branch of farming. You have got your 
cotton farmers and rice farmers and you have got Farm Bureau mem- 
bers that don’t raise livestock but when they are in the American Na- 
tional they are cowmen and they are interested in red meat per se. 

Mr. Woot.ey. We have an interest in seeing that the livestock pro- 
ducer that produces beef cattle prospers, and we also have an interest 
in seeing that the hog man prospers and that the lamb man prospers. 
yee Munprt. And all three associations are clamoring for the 
ill. 

Mr. Woot.ey. We will do everything we can to avoid splintering 
them up and getting one group played off against another. 

We think that is the worst possible thing that can happen to them 
or to agriculture generally. 

Senator Munpt. You are with them all the way until it comes to 
writing bills to help themselves, and then you depart? 

Mr. Woo.t.ey. We are more than willing to see them help them- 
selves. We want them to help themselves. But we say that neither 
they, ourselves, nor anyone else ought to have the right to say to a 
third party, ‘‘Give me a part of the proceeds that belongs to the other 
fellow. I am very interested in this other fellow’s welfare. While 
I have not been authorized by him, give me his proceeds so I can 
help him sell his commodity.” 

To continue with the statement—it appears that feeders and 
dairymen who sell livestock for slaughter would be more subject to 
the proposed checkoff than farmers and ranchers who produce and 
sell feeder livestock. It is rather interesting to note that some of the 
most active proponents of this legislation represent producers who 
supply feeder cattle to the feeding areas. In most cases individual 
producers of feeder livestock are not contributing to the Meat Board 
and it is doubtful that they would be directly affected by the proposed 
legislation. 

While we think that the Meat Board has been doing and is con- 
tinuing to do an outstanding job for meat producers, we nevertheless 
believe that this program can and should be expanded and improved. 

Right there I would like to make it crystal clear we don’t think the 
National Live Stock and Meat Board is perfect. We think there are 
a lot of things that could be done, but we think that we ought to all 
get together inside of that group and make it work for the benefit of 
the entire livestock group on a unified basis. 

We have suggested ways and means for strengthening and improv- 
ing the work of the National Live Stock and Meat Board. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation, in cooperation with State 
farm bureaus and other interested livestock and meat industry groups, 
is currently sponsoring aggressive programs for the promotion of red 
meats. We shall continue our efforts to make it possible to expand 
the program of the meat board and will continue to cooperate with 
all interested groups in developing and carrying out a well-coordinated 
national program. 
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We are glad to note that per capita consumption of red meats 
increased 42 percent from 1935 to 1956, while at the same time 
human population increased one-third. 

Much credit for this is due the aggressive program of the meat board. 
It would seem the part of wisdom to build on this foundation and not 
destroy a successful program. 

In summary, our major objections to the legislation are as follows: 

1. Farmers and ranchers who disapprove of the proposed program 
would be required to notify their market agency before such shipment, 
or, in the event the checkoff was made, to request a refund on each 
such shipment. 

2. It would create a serious customer relationship problem for 
market agencies which would have to determine whether to make the 
deductions for a new organization, to continue to deduct for the meat 
board, or not to make any deduction whatsoever to avoid a controversy. 

3. It would tend to divide and confuse farmers and ranchers by 
making it possible to establish and finance activities of separate and 
unlimited numbers of organizations for beef, pork, and lamb, which 
would create expensive conflict and duplication of effort. This would 
hurt farmers and ranchers. 

4. It would adversely affect, if not destroy, the well coordinated 
and highly successful industry-sponsored and financed program of the 
National Live Stock and Meat Board which has been in operation 
for more than one-third of a century. 

5. There is no limit placed upon the amount of the deduction, nor 
is there any safeguard that the funds would be used for the specific 
purpose for which collected and not for political purposes. 

6. It would tend to cause some packers, retailers, and restaurateurs 
to shift a portion of the $100 milbon that now is spent annually for 
meat promotion to livestock producers and feeders. 

7. It is not a voluntary program as far as livestock producers are 
concerned. It is only voluntary as far as market agencies are con- 
cerned. If it were voluntary on the part of producers, no legislation 
would be needed. What it would do is to give the market agencies 
the right and responsibility to decide whether or not to divert money 
that belongs to shippers without the owner’s consent. 

The very intent and purpose of the Packers and Stockyards Act 
was to protect farmers and ranchers shipping livestock to posted 
markets and to make certain that they receive all funds due them from 
the sale of the livestock. We sincerely believe that passage of this bill 
would weaken the Packers and Stockyards Act and reduce the protec- 
tion currently provided farmers and ranchers in the marketing and 
accounting of proceeds of sales. 

The Farm Bureau has consistently supported promotional work and 
believes that it is highly essential for agricultural commodities. We 
are not opposed to the collection of funds from producers for sound 
national promotional and research activities. 

However, we are opposed to a method of collecting funds for pro- 
motion and research ,work that will create disunity among livestock 
producers and not be a wise investment on the part of farmers and 
ranchers. We are therefore opposed to the passage of S. 3538. 


The opportunity of presenting our views on this matter is appre- 
ciated. 











—— Ee 
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We thank you, Mr. Chairman, for being so kind as to stay and hear 
us this afternoon. : att 
(The letter from the National Live Stock Producers Association 
referred to earlier, is as follows:) 
CuicaGo, Itu., June 6, 1958. 
Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Senate Agriculture and Forestry Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Senator ELLENpDER: We have been informed that your committee will 


hear testimony on the Senate bill 3538, the so-called meat promotional bill, on 
Monday, June 9. 


To conserve the time of your committee, this letter is being submitted for the 
record. The National Live Stock Producers Association, representing its mem- 
ber cooperative sales associations that operate on some 90 markets of this 
country, favors a sound program of research and education for meat such as is 
included in the program of the National Live Stock and Meat Board. 

Our association is opposed to Senate bill 3538 on the grounds that is is our 
opinion that this bill will result in the formation of numerous agencies at the 
State level, gives no provisions for the elimination or prevention of competition 
as between these agencies, authorizes a checkoff against producer and feeder 
proceeds to provide funds to finance each and all of these agencies. We are of 
the opinion that this service can be better rendered, and at less cost to producers, 
if carried on as at present through the National Live Stock and Meat Board. 

To conserve the time of your committee, we ask that the records show the 
National Live Stock Producers Association supports the statement which will 
be presented on the behalf of the American Farm Bureau Federation on Monday, 
June 9, and that our association be definitely registered as opposed to Senate 
bill 3538. 

Sincerely yours, 
P. O. Witson, 
Secretary-Manager, 
National Live Stock Producers Association. 

Senator Munpr. We are always interested in the viewpoints of 
your organization and in your viewpoint individually, Mr. Woolley. 
It is a pleasure to have you testify. 

Mr. Woot.ey. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Munpr. You have the 18 members of the livestock boards 
there, 18 membership groups. Could you tell me if all of the 18 
organizations are unanimous in their opposition to the passage of 
this bill or just part of those organizations? 

Mr. Woottey. Some of them have not testified. 

Senator Munpr. There are just 18. Would you read them off? 

Mr. Woottey. The first organization that is listed here, is the 
American Farm Bureau Federation which is opposed, American 
National Cattleman’s Association is in favor of it, Kansas Live Stock 
Association, I am not sure what their current position is. I know 
last year they were opposed to it and they may have changed. I am 
not sure. , 

Senator Munprt. I can’t say for sure, either. 

Mr. Wootirey. Do you know, Mr. Datt? 

Mr. Darr. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Woottey. Last I knew they were opposed to it. I have some 
question as to whether they changed in my own mind. 

Senator Munpr. I think Senator Schoeppel told me that they 
were now for it, but I want to be sure. 

Mr. Woo.tey. Lamb Feeders Association. 

Senator Munpt. They are for it? 

Mr. Woot.ey. Well, I don’t know. 
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Senator Munpt. At least some representative so testified. 

Mr. Woot.ey. National Wool Growers Association, I am sure 
they are for it. 

Swine Growers Association, Texas Cattle Raisers Association. 

Senator Munpt. They are for it? 

Mr. Woo.tey. Oh, yes, they are for it. 

Judge Montague testified in favor of it and I think he represents 
that organization. 

Livestock Record Association, I do not know. 

Senator Munpt. I do not know, either. 

Mr. Wooutry. I don’t know what the score is on that because 
there is more than one association. I think some livestock record 
associations have been enlisted in behalf of this legislation. 

National Livestock Exchange, I just can’t say, I don’t know for 
sure, I think they are opposed. 

The National Livestock Producers Association is opposed. 

The Farmers Union, I understand it is actually opposed. Whether 
or not they have testified in opposition, I don’t know. 

Senator Munpt. We gave the same invitation we gave the bureau 
to the other organizations. 

Mr. Woo ttey. Yes. 

Senator Munpt. And I think that the Farmers Union attitude was 
they were neither for it nor against it. 

Mr. Woouttey. The National Live Stock Auction Association, 
I think they are for it. 

The American Meat Institute, I am sure that they have taken the 
osition that they do not want to become embroiled in the argument. 
he National Association of Retail and Food Dealers, I do not know. 

The National Association of Retail Grocers, I do not know. The 
National Association of Food Chains, I do not know. The Super 
Market Institute, Inc., I do not know. 

National Restaurant Association, I do not know. 

Mr. Darr. May I make one other comment. 

Senator Munpt. I am curious about the fact that the Grange 
doesn’t seem to be on that board. 

Mr. Woo tey. I thought the Grange was on there. I think there 
was an amendment to the bylaws that put the Grange on the board. 

Senator Munprt. They have testified for the bill, but they appar- 
ently don’t belong to this. 

Mr. Woottey. Let’s see if I overlooked them. It is not in this 
compilation, but this is as of August 2, 1955. 

Oh, I know. They are represented under another section of the 
bylaws, and I forget which one it is, but they are a member under 
another section. 

Senator Munpr. You heard their testimony today. 

Mr. Woo.tey. The Grange was added, I have a note in my com- 
pilation here, in article 4. 

Senator Munpt. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Darr. I want to make one comment. I don’t know what 
they did over here, but the National Wool Growers Association—I 
was just looking through the House report where it listed all the pro- 
ponents. I can’t recall them as being listed as proponents. I recall 
during the House hearings they were called on several times, but they 
did not appear. 
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Senator Munpr. I can’t say for sure. I presided the day the testi- 
mony was held and I thought they testified for it, but the record will 
show whether they are for it or against it. 


(The attachments to Mr. Woolley’s statement are as follows:) 


THe NATIONWIDE PROGRAM FOR Megat THrovuGH tHE National Live Stock 
AND Meat Boarp 


BUILDING A MEAT-MINDED AMERICA 


For more than three decades the board has carried on a nationwide program 
to impress on consumers that meat is one of our most healthful and wholesome 
foods and that it has an important place in the daily diets of all age groups. Basing 
that program on an authentic background of research, and utilizing the years of 
experience and technical skills in the presentation of meat information has resulted 
in recognition of the board as the outstanding authority in its field. Following are 
brief examples of the many channels and mediums used in the constantly expanding 
program of building a meat-minded America. 


Motion pictures 
Nine educational motion pictures covering many phases of the subject of meat 


are seen by more than 3 million students and adults each year through more 
than 35,000 showings across the country. 


Cooking schools 
Four-day meat cooking schools sponsored by newspapers and radio stations 


are reaching hundreds of thousands of homemakers yearly with a complete short 
course on meat preparation, care, storage, and menu planning. 


Meat research 
Over 200 grants for research on the nutritive value of meat, financed by the 


board, have contributed much toward establishing the need for meat in the 
American diet. 


Television 


Meat facts are dramatically presented to the Nation’s TV viewers by means 
of meat demonstrations by staff members, meat motion pictures, and a weekly 
TV service “How-To-Do-It With Meat.” 


Meat in the news 
Meat facts and photos from the board widely used by Nation’s press. Exclusive 


features and color photos for larger dailies, plus other service to weeklies and 
dailies and timely releases all publicize meat. 


Meat exhibits 
Some 7 million consumers learn about meat and lard through exhibits at live- 


stock shows, fairs, and expositions every year. Highlighted are new meat cuts, 
selection, cookery, and nutritive value of meat. 


Meat on radio 


A daily 15-minute meat program supplied to over 200 stations means more 
than 50,000 broadcasts annually. Script services and staff broadcasts over local 
stations and networks reach additional millions. 


Test kitchen 


From the board’s test kitchen come tested meat recipes, photographs for press, 
publications, and TV, and new demonstration techniques for use across the 
Nation by the board’s staff. 


Meat clinics 


College students and faculty members learn to correlate the meat animal with 
its carcass quality through evaluation clinics sponsored by the board each year. 
They hear too of industry job opportunities. 


Meat posters 


Eye-catching, taste-tempting promotional material developed by the board for 
use in beef, pork, and lamb promotions. Many of these show meat in its full 
natural color with dramatic impact and selling power. 
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Medical groups 


Physicians, dentists, dietitians and others in the health field get meat facts 
through the board’s nutrition exhibits, technical publications and staff participa- 
tion in professional meetings. 


Work in sckeols 


America’s schools and colleges hold a key position in meat education. The 
board’s lectures and demonstrations on meat are an important means of increasing 
meat knowledge among future homemakers. 


Meat literature 


Millions of pieces of meat literature—cookbooks, folders, pamphlets, text- 
books—are distributed across the country every year, covering many different 
meat subjects and beamed at all age groups. 


Teaching aids 


The board furnishes meat teaching aids to thousands of educators every year. 
Included are meat cookery filmstrips, slides on retail meat identification, and a 
meat teaching kit provided to more than 5,000 new teachers. 


Meat contests 


Contests sponsored by the board to stimulate student interest in meat and the 
meat industry include four major intercollegiate meat judging contests each year, 
and a biennial national high school meat poster contest. 


Demonstrations 


Among special groups reached constantly by the field staff are meat retailers, 
quantity food service interests, extension personnel, home economics groups, and 
others interested in the subject of meat. 


FACTS ABOUT THE NATIONAL LIVE STOCK AND MEAT BOARD 


For more than 30 years the entire livestock and meat industry has been con- 
ducting an ever-expanding nationwide program for meat through its service 
organization, the National Live Stock and Meat Board. 


Established by all groups 


All segments of the industry united in establishing the meat board in 1923 for 
the purpose of digging out and disseminating correct information on the impor- 
tance of meat in the diet and to combat antimeat propaganda. 


Directed by the industry 


Livestock growers and feeders are in the majority on the board’s 30-member 
directorate, with 16 representatives from this branch of the industry. In addi- 
tion, there are 5 directors representing livestock marketing agencies, 4 repre- 
oe meatpackers and 5 representing the retail meat trade and restaurant in- 

ustry. 

The directorate, encompassing all segments of the industry, formulates the 
policies and guides the program of the board. Directors are appointed by the 
associations they represent and serve without pay. 


The program and the staff 


The board works for the industry through a diversified program of meat promo- 
tion, education, information, and research. Through research, it uncovers 
scientific facts to strengthen the position of meat as a food. Through its work 
in promotion, education and information it carries these facts to the Nation. 

The board’s program is administered by a staff of specialists trained in many 
lines of endeavor. They are under the direct supervision of the general manager. 
There are eight departments in the staff organization, each with activities in 
specific fields and all working together in building a meat-minded America. 


HOW THE MEAT BOARD IS FINANCED 


The program of the National Live Stock and Meat Board is financed by volun- 
tary contributions from livestock growers and feeders, and meatpackers. Con- 
tributions are collected from livestock growers and feeders by livestock marketing 
interests at the time the animals are marketed, and thus are matched on a per 
head basis by the participating packers when the animals are slaughtered. 
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Contributions are made on the following basis: 


Cents 

per 

head 
COB SING «ink 5 sian mien elena tits a gcd ela alia ek AA ns te BA 2 
POR ia a win 6 dces ingen tenuis tite bit Bible es adele da eee ae 2% 
ODD cisanie 4334 34e Hela ~ <emigin'g Hd wAA dd ein BEES Sees s hase 24 
a ee ee % 


The board’s program has grown in scope and effectiveness because of the finan- 
cial support it has received, as well as full cooperation of the entire livestock and 
meat industry. 

Statement of income and expense 1956-57 
Income: 
Collections and contributions from livestock marketing 
agencies, livestock growers and feeders, livestock associa- 
ons Ghd Hieathacmetes— Son ee eee $1, 095, 021. 87 
Interest received—investments 


De el eee pan eee 7, 578. 42 
reenr mene. ek econ cecae ee ee eee 1, 102, 600. 29 
Expense: 
i BRAS ee, Samet Sis ecb de Eat ogee aes Basan 65, 614. 55 
Vcc kth ce BLL See le pany og Ele Ging ah tg Abin ope ee 154, 763. 46 
BiTGr nee WN, SUIEIOIN  eae ae  o eke oman 101, 235. 95 
MTU CTI oc ee a ee ee 102, 265. 78 
re rms re ce rg ee 68, 015. 41 
IE I re a ate aa ee ee cee ae 198, 670. 68 
RUGS ITI eS nee on ee ee me ee 57, 875. 07 
a tere pick tag a RT 2k ae acme Sgr dette BS 2 100, 326, 36 
UI WON a ne eg ee ee re ee 2, 134. 27 
Wee Ciller MUCsUrTUnOs RUIRENE nn eS na eae ee 33, 053. 04 
Reciprocal meat conference and undergraduate meat clinics_- 4, 034. 45 
Directors—traveling expenses-__.__.............-.----..- 11, 809. 59 
TO en os erally ik eee ba as a ake 55, 557. 94 
reer eR” NR ne ae ete 6, 407. 30 
Contribution to employees’ pension trust fund_.____--.._-- 12, 504. 95 
Blue Cross and Blue Shield insurance expense_____..--._-- 1, 870. 92 
Depreciation—furniture and equipment -_--_._._.--.------ 3, 417. 10 
OGM CRONNGs 2 26 or on Seen rae teases aa eacaactie an 979, 556. 82 
Excess of income over expense (carried over for future 


operating éinenety 366 ooo he nee Le 123, 043. 47 


SUMMARY OF ORGANIZATION, FINANCING AND ACTIVITIES OF THE NATIONAL LIVE 
Srock AND Megat Boarp IN 1957 


For 35 years the entire livestock and meat industry has been conducting the 
ever-expanding nationwide program for meat through the National-Live Stock 
and Meat Board. A primary purpose of the board has been a constant job of 
ferreting out correct information on the importance of meat in the diet and to 
combat antimeat propaganda. 

It will be noted that the National Live Stock and Meat Board has been in 
operation for more than a third of a century; that livestock growers and feeders 
are in @ majority on the board’s 30-member directorate, augmented by repre- 
sentatives from the packing industry, livestock marketing agencies, meat retailers, 
and the restaurant industry. Board directors are appointed by national associ- 
ations representing the various segments of the industry and‘serve without pay. 

The board’s program is financed with funds collected by marketing agencies 
from livestock growers and feeders at the rate of 2 cents per head on cattle, 
two-thirds of a cent on hogs and calves, and two-fifths of a cent per head on sheep 
and lamps. These funds are matched on a per head basis. by participating packers. 
Additional funds ah oe through contributions made by a number of live- 

I 


stock associations. 1e funds from these associations are matched annually by 
the American Meat Institute. 
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A large majority of our members are producers and feeders of livestock, includ- 
ing dairy cattle. We are particularly concerned about those members who would 
be directly affected by the checkoff. These would be primarily feeders and dairy- 
men since the checkoff would apply to all slaughter livestock sold on posted mar- 
kets and only to a limited extent to ranchers producing feeder cattle. It is rather 
strange that some of the most active proponents of this legislation represent pro- 
ducers who supply feeders cattle to the feeding areas. They would not be affected 
directly, in most cases, by the checkoff. 

We wish to emphasize again that the American Farm Bureau strongly favors 
and is actively sponsoring an expanded, vigorous, coordinated program for the 
promotion of red meats in cooperation with State farm bureaus, other groups, and 
the National Live Stock and Meat Board. It is a well-known fact that we have 
suggested ways and means for strengthening and improving the work of the Na- 
tional Live Stock and Meat Board through the establishment of statewide live- 
stock and meat industry committees. We have also suggested the possibility 
of using some of the Meat Board’s funds for certain types of institutional adver- 
tising, pointing out the nutritive value of meat in the diet, ete. Unfortunately, 
most of the opposition to these suggestions has come from proponents of the legis- 
lation. We shall continue our efforts to make it possible to expand the program 
of the Meat Board and for all interested groups to assist in developing and carry- 
ing out a well coordinated national program. We are proud to note that per 
capita consumption of red meats increased 42 percent from 1935 to 1956, while 
at the same time human population increased one-third. We are also pleased to 
note that prices of cattle and hogs are well above 90 percent of parity. Much 
credit is due the aggressive program of the Meat Board. It would seem the part 
of wisdom to build on this foundation and not destroy a successful program. 

The board’s program is administered by a staff of specialists with backgrounds 
of years of training and experience in their various fields of endeavor. 

Much of the effectiveness of the board’s work can be attributed to the fact 
that it deals with all red meats and lard. 

Years of research and experience, as well as technical skills in the presentation 
of meat information, have resulted in recognition of the board as the outstanding 
authority in the meats field. 

All media of mass information—press, 1adio, television, the spoken word and 
demonstration—are used as a service to tell the meat story to the consumer. 

During the past year 9 different motien pictures dealing with the subject of 
meat had over 40,000 showings across the country. 

Four-day meat cooking schools szonsored by newspapers and radio stations 
in adproximately 60 cities have provided hundreds of thousands of homemakers 
yearly with a complete short course on meat preparation, care, storage, and menu 
planning. 

Over the years over 200 grants for research on the nutritive value of meat 
financed by the board have contributed immeasurably to giving meat its rightful 
place in the American diet. 

Meat specialists and home economists of the board’s staff have appeared 
ann tally in huindreds of live television procrams feat:iring meat. 

A daily 15-minite transcribed radio program provided to 200 radio stations 
means over 50,000 broadcasts annually. 

Meat photos, recipes, and facts are used by virtually all of the Nation’s press 
on their food pages. 

Monthly full-color feature service to over 40 daily newspapers using color is 
being used by these newspapers. 

From the board’s test kitchen come thousands of tested meat recipes and 
photozraphs for press, publication, TV, and demonstrations. 

The board’s meat exhibits are seen annually by over 7 million consumers at 
the Nation’s livestock shows, fairs, and ex» ositions. 

Physicians, dentists, dietitions, and others in the health field get meat facts 
continuously thro-igh the board’s publications and staff participation and exhibits 
in professional meetings. 

Millions of pieces of meat literature, posters, cookbooks, folders, pamphlets, 
textbooks, are distributed anmually. 

Many of the board’s publications are standard reference and textbook works in 
home economics teaching. 

Included in the board’s teaching aids are over 30,000 filmstrips on meat cookery 
now in use by professional home economists. 

Full color slides on retail meat identification are used as training aids for 
students, consumers, and salesmen in the meat field. 





| 
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The board works with the Nation’s land-grant colleges through the sponsorship 
of the intercollegiate meat judging contests and live animal evaluation clinics, 

Board staff members appear constantly at meetings of retailers and restaura- 
teurs demonstrating the latest and most practical methods of meat merchandising. 

The board’s budget is approximately $1 million annually. 

At no time in the board’s history have its funds been used to buy advertising 
space or time. 

The board does not engage in political activities, but does provide information 
on its activities upon request to all interested or concerned with its program. 

All of the board’s activities are such that they are limited only by finances 
available. 

In the early history of the board its program was operated on contributions of 
5 cents per car of livestock marketed. This was raised to 25 cents per car about 
1930. Contributions on the current basis were put into effect in 1953 and 1954. 

Collections for the board’s work are made on all the terminal markets except 
several minor markets, on several hundred auction markets, and hundreds of 
direct and packer buying stations. 


How Meat Is Betnac PromMoTrep NATIONALLY 


With the growing need for moving record supplies of meat into consumption, 
the nationwide meat promotion activities in which all segments of the livestock 
and meat industry are participating have been stepped up sharply in scope, 
versatility of attack, and effectiveness. 

At this high point in the concerted push for meat, a summarization of activities 
and accomplishments would seem to be in order by way of reporting briefly to 
all those who have made it possible—the livestock growers and feeders, the 
livestock marketing interests, the meatpackers, and the meat retailers and 
restaurateurs. 

There are two major factors that must be considered in presenting an overall 
picture of the present-day expanding drive for meat. One of these is meat adver- 
tising on which large sums of money are being expended, principally by the retail 
and packing branches of the industry. The other is promotion and education 
on meat, an all-industry self-help undertaking supported by voluntary contribu- 
tions for which a universal acceptance has been built through the years. 

An indication of the success being attained through this extensive and intensive 
industry movement is found in the figures for meat production, consumry ti>n, and 
storage. Despite the fact that meat output is expected to reach an al.time high 
of 27,700 million pounds in 1956, the amount of meat in cold storage has stayed 
consistently below the average of the previous 5 years. In other words, con- 
sumption has been spiraling upward right along with production. 


How expanding activities in promotion and advertising are doing a job for meat 


ADVERTISING—$100 MILLION SPENT ANNUALLY FOR MEAT 


Meat packers spend $50 million each year to advertise meat 


Conservative estimates based on the most accurate figures available show that 
the Nation’s meat packing industry spent at least $50 million in advertising meat 
last year. 

In newspapers, on radio and television, in. magazines, on billboards—in every 
available medium—the Nation’s meatpackers constantly are showing the public 
new ways to use their products; are stressing its appetite appeal and nutritional 
values; are emphasizing variety and economy; in short, building demand for the 
products of the livestock and meat industry. 

In addition, since 1940, meatpackers have spent some $30 million in institutional 
advertising and promotion toward educating the public on the nutritional value 
of meat in the diet. A recent survey reveals that people now rank meat as the 
No. 1 food in terms of food value and nourishment. This is due in no small 
measure to the fact that the advertising has been based on scientifically proved 
information derived from long-term, industry-sponsored research at leading 
colleges and universities. 

The meatpacking industry has made and will continue to make important 
contributions to advertising and promoting the sale of meat by building good 
will and demand for the product. 
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Retailers spend $50 million each year to advertise meat 


Figures for the year 1955 show that the Nation’s 300,000 retail food stores 
spent approximately $50 million on meat advertising. 

Newspapers of the Nation provide strong evidence of the great amount of meat 
advertising reaching the public from week to week. The pages of the press, 
especially on Wednesdays, Thursdays, and Fridays—the principal shopping days 
are filled with food advertisements sponsored by the retail dealers. Accurate 
figures show that about 30 percent of the total space in the retailer’s advertising 
is devoted to meat, in line with the 30 percent of store sales that meat accounts for. 

This is advertising which retailers carefully plan to get customers into their 
stores. Retailers are as sensitive to the law of supply and demand as are meat- 
packers and farmers, because their profit to a large degree depends on volume. 

Retail food dealers usually feature meats that are in most plentiful supply and 
offer the most attractive prices to their customers. In this way, they are helping 
the entire livestock and meat industry move supplies of meat when they need to 
be moved. Retailer advertising sells meat; builds a steady demand that helps 
keep meat on the Nation’s tables day after day, in ever-increasing amounts each 
year. 





PROMOTION—-IMMEASURABLE VALUE IN CURRENT INDUSTRY PUSH FOR MEAT 


Effective nationwide meat promotion, which has been carried on vigorously 
for a number of years with all segments of the livestock and meat industry taking 
an active part, has reached a new high point in scope and intensity. 

This all-industry approach to the promotion job is made possible through use of 
established facilities of the National Live Stock and Meat Board, set up by the 
industry for this purpose some years ago and embodying representation of all its 
segments. Efforts by individual elements, such as meat processors, also have been 
a big factor in the overall promotion movement. 

In addition, promotion conducted on State and local levels by farm and livestock 
organizations has been highly effective in supplementing the work being done 
on @ national scale. 

Through many and varied all-industry activities, the story of meat—its appetite 
appeal—its outstanding value as a food—is being kept constantly before the 
American people. 

Mediums of mass communication, such as newspapers and magazines, radio and 
television, play a big role in this continuous drive to reach consumers. These 
mediums recognize that meat is a basic food and that facts about it are of interest 
and value to those whom they reach. They know too, from long association with 
this industry, that they can depend on the authenticity of its material. Conse- 
quently, they are eager to pass the information on to the Nation as a public service. 

Many and varied other means are also employed in furthering the industry’s 
promotion program. Here are a few examples. 


Meat news in the press 


Newspapers and magazines throughout the 48 States make liberal use of authori- 
tative information on meat supplied to them, thus taking meat facts to millions of 
readers regularly. 


Meat on TV 


The story of meat is being told repeatedly to the national television audience 
through hundreds of guest appearances by meat experts from the board and 
through meat script and movies supplied regularly to stations. 


Meat on radio 


Radio is carrying meat facts into every nook and corner of the United States 
from week to week through guest appearances arranged for meat specialists and 
through broadcasting material supplied to stations. 


Meat selling aids 


New information and ideas to help sell more meat are brought to retail meat 
dealers of the United States through direct contacts and through modern printed 
material on the subject. 


Educational literature 


Millions of pieces of literature covering all phases of the subject of meat are pro- 
vided for schools, homemakers, home economists, physicians, dietitians, restau- 
rants, and many other groups concerned with the subject of foods. 
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Display material 


Colorful meat posters and charts play an important part in the {pagan pro- 
grams of the industry’s service organizations. These are provided for display in 
markets, in exhibits, and in countless other places. 


Meat movies 


A variety of educational motion pictures on meat makes it possible for the in- 
dustry to reach literally millions of students and adults across the country with 
the story of meat selection, cookery, care, freezing, carving, and nutritive value. 


Meat cookery schools 


Hundreds of thousands of homemakers every year turn out for meat-cooking 
schools presented by home economists representing the industry. They learn 
more about meat through firsthand how-to-do-it instruction in which actual cuts 
of meat are used. 


THE NATIONAL LIVE STOCK AND MEAT BOARD 


The industry’s service organization representing livestock growers and feeders, 
livestock marketing interests, meatpackers, meat retailers and restaurateurs 


For 33 years the entire livestock and meat industry has been conducting an 
ever-expanding nationwide meat research, education, and promotion program 
through its service organization, the National Live Stock and Meat Board. 


Directed by the industry 


The majority of the board’s 30-member directorate is made up of livestock 
grower and feeder representatives, with 16 directors from this branch of the 
industry. There are 5 directors representing livestock marketing agencies, 4 
representing meatpackers and 5 representing the retail meat trade and restaurant 
operators. 


A broad program 


This all-industry organization has dug out a wealth of scientific information 
showing the great value of meat as a food, through its exhaustive research pro- 
gram; and is keeping the Nation informed on every phase of the meat story, 
through its promotional and educational work. 

In a recent move to develop greater coordination among the various groups 
active in meat promotion, the board, last year, called together representatives of 
these groups and, as a result, a working unit was set up, which has been responsible 
for scheduling a number of successful short-term promotion campaigns for the 
different meats, all carefully timed to the supply situation. This group embraces 
all segments of the livestock and meat industry, including poultry and dairy 
interests, working in close cooperation with the United States Department of 
Agriculture and representatives of the press, radio, and television in carrying out 
this highly important work. 


How financed 


The board is financed by voluntary contributions from livestock growers and 
feeders at the rate of 2 cents per head on cattle, two-thirds cents on hogs and 
calves, and two-fifths cent on sheep and lambs. The collections are made by 
livestock marketing interests at the time the animals are marketed and are 
matched by the participating packers who slaughter the animals. 


Organizations represented 


Organizations having representatives on the directorate of the board include 
national and regional cattle, swine, and sheep associations, the American Farm 
Bureau Federation, National Grange, National Society of Live Stock Record 
Associations, National Livestock Exchange, National Live Stock Producers Asso- 
ciation, Farmers Union, National Live Stock Auction Association, American Meat 
Institute, National Association of Retail Meat and Food Dealers, National Asso- 
ciation of Retail Grocers, National Association of Food Chains, Super Market 
Institute, and the National Restaurant Association. 


IN SUMMARY 


Continuing marked progress is being made in national meat promotion and 
advertising. 

In the paid advertising field, some $100 million spent annually by meatpackers 
and retailers is doing an important job of building demand for meat. 


26824—58——_-9 








124 MEAT PROMOTION PROGRAMS 


In meat promotion—the self-help program conducted by the entire livestock 
and meat industry through the Meat Board—expanding activities reveal highly 
gratifying results. 

This all-industry program, carried on entirely with funds contributed volun- 
tarily by the industry, has become more potent as additional funds were made 
available through the industry’s action in 1953 which doubled the voluntary con- 
tributions per head of livestock. This increased financial as well as moral support 
for the board opened the way for broader, more effective operations in many im- 
portant areas. 

The board’s promotion and education program is bolstered by a wealth of 
scientific information, proving the great value of meat as a food, which has been 
gleaned from its exhaustive research over a period of 33 years. In its work to 
bring the Nation meat facts, the board is capitalizing on its long experience in the 
public relations field. It is making the most of a trained personnel; and is being 
aided materially in its purpose by an established public confidence which it has 
been building through the years. 


Senator Munpr. I have a telegram here from Louis Beckwith of 
the South Dakota Stockgrowers, addressed to me, which I would like 
to make as part of the record supporting S. 3538, saying that Walter 
Taylor, who is present in the room, is empowered by the South Dakota 
Stockgrowers Association in all matters pertaining to this legislation. 

I have a letter addressed to Senator Ellender from the Delta Council, 
signed by B. F. Smith, executive vice president: 

We wish to urge that everything possible be done to secure passage of S. 3538, 
amending the Packers and Stockyard Act of 1921 to permit voluntary deductions 
to finance a badly needed advertising and promotional program for beef. 


Delta Council again endorsed this legislation at its annual meeting in Cleveland, 
Miss., on May 13. A copy of this resolution is enclosed. 


(The resolution referred to is as follows:) 


RESOLUTION ON THE NaTIONAL BEEF CoUNCIL 


Whereas the National Beef Council has been organized to make possible a 
self-help advertising and promotional program to increase beef consumption in the 
United States; and 


Whereas this program is to be financed by the voluntary collection of 10 cents 
per head in the market place; and 

Whereas the National Beef Council has been endorsed by the American National 
Cattlemen’s Association, the Mississippi Cattlemen’s Association, the Mississippi 
Farm Bureau Federation, and groups representing 20 other important cattle 
producing States; and 


Whereas present Federal regulations prevent collections in posted markets, 
thereby presenting a stumbling block to the success of this program: Be it therefore 

Resolved, That Delta Council reaffirms its endorsement of this program and urges 
amendment of the Packers and Stockyard Act of 1921 to permit such voluntary 
deductions for this self-help meat promotion plan. 

Senator Munpt. Judge Montague, of Texas, and Mr. Walter Taylor, 
of Rapid City, S. Dak., are both in the room and if either of them cares 
to address the committee at this time, we will be glad to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF J. G. MONTAGUE, ATTORNEY FOR TEXAS & 
SOUTHWEST CATTLE RAISERS ASSOCIATION, FORT WORTH, 
TEX.—Resumed 


Mr. Monracue. Senator, I have one or two comments. 

Senator Munpr. Go ahead, Judge. 

Mr. Monracaue. In the first place, I want to comment with refer- 
ence to some remarks made by Mr. Woolley. 

In speaking about why this movement was inspired, what inspired 
it, he referred to the success of the wool program which is operated 
under a compulsory and not a voluntary organization. 
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That is not correct. This movement was inspired by the success that 
we saw other industries have achieved on strictly voluntary campaigns. 

I have in mind the outstanding success of the Cotton Council, 
which is a voluntary checkoff at the gins, where the cotton is ginned. 

So much money is deducted from each bale of cotton as ginned, and 
I am told by the officers of the Cotton Council that they never have 
anybody ask for a refund of that money. 

There is no prior authorization. It is operated exactly as we would 
like to operate if we were allowed to under the law. 

Now that is one. Rice has one. Tobacco has a very outstanding 
example of an industry operating under that sort of a checkoff. There 
are many other industries, fruit and vegetables, and wine fruit and 
vegetables, you have citrus fruits separate from other fruits, which is 
an answer to his statement that it would cause one product to com- 
pete with another and would be detrimental to all products. 

The success of those industries operating under these voluntary 
checkoffs is what inspired us to ever conceive this idea. 

Mr. Jay Taylor, who is here with me, I think was the man who 
really started the whole program at the meeting of the National Cattle- 
men’s Association in Utah, some 4 years ago now, and he visited the 
whole country. 

He went all over the United States. He visited practically every 
State in the Union and contacted producers every year, and the re- 
sponse that he got from these visits is what brought about the insti- 
tution of the movement to have a market collection made on the ani- 
mals as they are sold. 

That is when we encountered the prohibition contained in the stat- 
ute and in the regulations of the Department of Agriculture. 

Now, in speaking of that, I was a little astonished to hear Mr. 
Woolley answer you when he said that he was not in a position to say 
just how the Live Stock and Meat Board was financed, just how this 
money was collected, because his later testimony showed he was 
thoroughly familiar with it. 

Senator Munprt. He might have misunderstood my earlier question, 
because I agree his second answer was very informative. 

Mr. Montaaue. He was completely familiar with it. It is a 
checkoff, if you wish to call it that, at least a deduction made on the 
market. It is made in contravention of the law today and in contra- 
vention of the regulations under the law. 

I am sure Mr. Woolley is familiar with the letter of the Department 
of Agriculture in which they state that if that proposition were to 
be submitted to them today, they would hold it to be legal, and that 
the only reason they do not stop it today is because it has been 
carried on for 33 years, and that it is sort of an acquiescence on the 
part of the industry as a whole, and, therefore, it has become simply 
legalized. 

In answer to that, I am reminded of a comment made by the 
chief justice of our court of criminal appeals in Texas, and, by the 
way, this deduction at the present time is not only a civil law, it is a 
criminal act under the statute. 

One of our chief justices down there of our court of criminal appeals, 
which is the court of last resort in Texas, and he is a man about 
whom Chief Justice Taft of the Supreme Court stated that his 
opinions were the clearest and finest written on criminal law in the 
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English language, he made this statement: That a wrong oft repeated 
does not become a right. 

Senator Munpr. Is it your opinion, Judge, that if some recalcitrant 
organization or individual elected to take the Live Stock Board into 
court, that they could establish a case against these existing practices? 

Mr. Montague. I am confident that they could knock it out the 
first time it was tried. It is just by the grace of God and because we 
like what the board is doing that we don’t do it. 

Senator Munpr. This law would tend to legalize what they are 
doing? 

Mr. Montague. It would certainly legalize it. 

Now, I want to comment a moment on what he said with reference 
to California and the failure of California to keep up their payments 
on the basis that they had previously been made. 

That is a perfectly natural reaction, for this reason. 

Since California has passed their State law and deductions are being 
made in the market under the State law, they are still in violation of 
the Federal statute when those deductions are made. 

They are holding the money which I am informed by the Cali- 
fornians, a good proportion of it, much more than formerly went to 
the Meat Board, would be sent to the Meat Board, until this legislation 
could be enacted which would legalize what they have done and 
what they intend to keep on doing. 

Senator Munpr. At which time would they then make up these 
deficiencies? 

Mr. Montaaue. The California people tell me that is their plan, 
not only make it up but greatly enhance it. They are afraid to pay 
it now, because if this bill is not passed, is not enacted by the Con- 
gress, they are going to have to refund that money to the people from 
whom the deduction was made, and they don’t want to be put in 
that position. 

That is the information brought to me by the head of the organiza- 
tion in California. 

Now, Mr. Woolley answered one of his criticisms very thoroughly 
in this. In commenting about the great work that the Live Stock 
and Meat Board has done and we hope will continue to do, we agree 
with that fully except for one thing. The Live Stock and Meat 
Board has religiously and continuously refused to enter into an ad- 
vertising program, a paid advertising program, and the people in the 
industry believe that that is necessary. 

Now, there is no doubt that the research work done by the Live 
Stock and Meat Board is of untold value. You couldn’t place a value 
on it. But there is doggone few people know about it. I personally 
have in my own mind classified it as being the secret service organiza- 
tion of the industry, and Mr. Woolley confirmed that when he stated 
that when the Live Stock and Meat Board representative testified 
before the House committee, that the House committee was astonished 
to hear what they had done. Well, if what they had done had been 
advertised, had been made known to the public, there would have 
been no reason for the members of the committee to be astonished. 

They would have known about it. They wouldn’t have been 
surprised. They very fact that they were surprised proves that the 
work of the Live Stock and Meat Board is not getting the proper 
publicity. 
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If this bill is passed, we will be in the position to give it the publicity 
that it needs. 

Senator Munpt. Am I right or wrong in my understanding that 
if the bill passes, S. 3538, that the Meat Board will secure more 
revenue rather than less, and that its effectiveness will be expanded 
rather than destroyed or weakened? 

Mr. Montacus. That is the purpose of every human being con- 
nected with this movement so to greatly increase the funds available 
for the Live Stock and Meat Board, because we realize that they 
are in a position to do even much greater work than they have done. 
But we in turn would give their work the proper publicity. 

One thing further I want to comment on concerning Mr. Woolley’s 
statement with reference to the feeder support. 

Senator Munpt. Before you leave that, I want to know if you are 
sure about your facts on that, because the major portion of Mr. Wool- 
ley’s testimony seemed to be directed to honest and sincere scepticism 
on the part of the Farm Bureau, I am sure, as to whether that will 
actually prevail or not, because they continue to say in No. 4 of 
their objections, “it would adversely affect, if not destroy the well- 
coordinated and highly successful industry-sponsored and financed 
program, of the National Live Stock and Meat Board which has been 
in operation for more than one-third of a century.” 

Mr. Montacue. If the Senator will allow, I’d like to have Mr. Jay 
Taylor answer that. He is a former president of the Live Stock and 
Meat Board and he is the man who started this whole program. 


STATEMENT OF JAY TAYLOR, AMARILLO, TEX.—Resumed 


Mr. Jay Taytor. Yes; it will, we hope, triple the present million 
dollar allocation of funds to the Meat Board. We think that it ought 
to raise it to some $3 million. 

I know of no single organization that has endorsed this who in their 
letters and in all of their writings and everything they have said, 
their resolutions, have said, the first money collected by a State beef 
council, the first money goes to the National Live Stock and Meat 
Board and then the next part of it goes to their State council and 
then the next to the National Beef Council. 

Senator, we have spent 33 years with the Meat Board, and we have 
educated the producers of America to its worth, but we haven’t told 
the housewives of its worth. 

Senator Munpr. Let me ask you whether it would be helpful or 
harmful, whether it would be satisfactory or unsatisfactory to you if 
the committee could add some language in the bill which would assure 
a certain initial percentage of this collection going to the Live Stock 
and Meat Board so that the fears of the Farm Bureau on that score 
would be completely allayed by legislative action? 

Mr. Jay Taytor. If I may have the temerity, I would like to ask 
that you do add that and I would be happy that the Farm Bureau 
wrote whatever language would please them to insure that the Meat 
Board gets its first 2 cents a head. 

Senator Munpr. The first 2 cents a head? 

Mr. Jay Taytor. As now, yes. 

Senator Munpr. Of each animal involved? 

Mr. Jay Taytor. Each animal involved. 
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Mr. Montague. That is of the beef animals. It would be a 
lesser amount for the others. 

Mr. Jay Taytor. I am sure the sheep and hog people all feel the 
same way about it. 

Senator Munpr. They have all, I think testified to that effect. 

Mr. Jay Taytor. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. And since they have failed to convince the Bureau 
that they mean what they say or that they really would do that or 
that it would work out that way, it just occurred to me if we would 
write it in the law, these fears of the Farm Bureau would be eliminated 
because, I am sure, they have got confidence in the integrity of the law. 

Mr. Jay Taytor. I wish you would. I spent 20 years on the 
Meat Board, Senator, and I would do anything in the world to pre- 
serve and to encourage it and to build it. I was chairman when 
we increased the revenue from 50 cents a car to a dollar a car, and 
I had a hard time selling it all over America. 

I went to every yard in America trying to get the commission 
people to increase their collection. 

So if you can do that, you would be doing the Meat Board and the 
producers of America a great service, to write it into the bill. 

Senator Munpr. I am going to suggest that to the committee. 

Now, Mr. Walter Taylor from South Dakota, I want to give you 
a chance to say something. They are clamoring for a live quorum, 
and I am going to have to go very shortly. 


STATEMENT OF WALTER C. TAYLOR, SOUTH DAKOTA STOCK 
GROWERS ASSOCIATION, RAPID CITY, S. DAK. 


Mr. Watrer Taytor. Mr. Chairman, most of the points have 
been covered. I certainly want to endorse Mr. Jay Taylor’s last 
statement in regard to assuring the Live Stock and Meat Board of 
their share of the money such as they have been getting. 

That certainly is in accord with the thinking of the people in South 
Dakota in the livestock business, I am positive. 

Senator Munpr. I am glad to hear that because I am convinced 
the Bureau is in sincere doubt that that would help. 

Mr. Watrer Taytor. I want to bring out here the thinking that I 
think hasn’t been stressed here today, or even mentioned and that is 
this: In listening to the testimony and reading the testimony that has 
been given in the past, I think right here lies the great difference of 
opinion. The Farm Bureau, as I understand it, and the Live Stock 
and Meat Board, as I know it, stress 

Senator Munpt. And you are speaking as a Farm Bureau member, 
as I know you. 

Mr. Watter Taytor. Yes; I am a Farm Bureau member and a 
member of the American National as well as a member of the South 
Dakota Herefords Association and the South Dakota Stock Growers 
Association. 

The big difference that has been brought out, in my thinking, and 
to me it is the fundamental objection I believe, to S. 3538, and that 
is this: that the opponents do not want the individual proposition on 
the part of the several meats. They want it collectively. Definitely 
the live stock and meat board has to be that way, and I can see why 
the Farm Bureau has to advance the same position, because of their 
position. 
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But we in the beef industry—and I am speaking for the people of 
South Dakota in that industry, both the feeders and the feeder 
organization and the stock growers, that is exactly what we do want 
is that competition between the various red meats. 

We want it because we think it is wholesome. We want it because 
we think it is healthy and we want it because we think it will sell 
more of all three of the red meats. That right there, I think, is 
getting right down to the nub of the opposition to this. 

The reason that we feel that that will be so, feel sure that it will 
be so, that it is exactly what we need because we have so many 
examples that we can draw from if we need to. 

You find that in the matter of cereals, various brands of cereals 
within the same company, automobiles, Swift & Co., with their 
various name products that they sell in just direct competition, 3 or 4 
different brands of bacon, and they haven’t done that over the period 
of years to harm themselves. 

Of course, they have done it to sell more bacon or whatever the 
particular product is that they are selling. 

We think that is exactly the thing that is going beyond the work 
of the live stock and meat board that we feel will render a great 
service to the industry. 

We are here now trying to get this program organized, not because 
we think the price of meat it too cheap today. Of course, we all know 
that. 

We are here because we would like to try to iron out some of those 
high spots and low spots, and we would like to have a stable source 
of income to do that of our own money. 

Senator Munpt. When you say you know that, you do not mean 
that you think it is too cheap today. 

Mr. Wa.trer Taytor. We know it is not too cheap today. We 
are hearing on all sides that meat is awfully high today, though we 
know that relatively meat is not that high. However, it is not our 
point to try to raise the price of meat as of today. I am just trying 
to make the point that what we want to do is level out those low 
times. We have had about 5 or 6 of them right in a row as you 
well know, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Munpr. That is right. 

Mr. Watter Taytor. And we are enjoying the first good one that 
we have had in a long long time, and that is the competition that we 
stand for and we want that, and so do many of the sheep people, as 
has been testified, and many of the hog growers and so forth. 

There is one other point that we feel that we should know some- 
thing about, and it is a point that we are not getting enough done 
on. It is not primarily the work of the live stock and meat board, 
although they have done a wonderfully good piece of work to a 
degree in that line. But that is the work of public relations. Now 
you can interpret the use of this money. It has been interpreted 
here today as to what might happen to it, that it might be used for 
political and other purposes and so on, and so forth. I am not too 
concerned about that or we are not, because the people themselves 
who are going to foot this bill we think are going to do a pretty good 
— of taking care of that because they are in a position under this 

ill to jerk the financial rug out from under anybody that is not doing 
what they think they should. 
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Also, in the selection of the people or the organization that has been 
criticized, we are not prepared today to say just who is going to handle 
these funds and make the distribution. I do not see why we should 
be so terribly worried about that. The live stock and meat board 
came into being and all of those things were not arranged for and 
taken care of in the initial inception of this thing. It was worked 
out by the people that were interested in it, just as we can work out 
the problems that we will run into in organization and leadership, 
and so forth, to carry on this program. 

There is no use in our starting out trying to prepare this organization 
and perfect it in its entirety right off the bat when we are spending 2, 
3, 4, or 5 years trying to assess ourselves here to collect the money that 
we need to run the program. 

Those, gentlemen, I think are important things. 

Now, in public relations, I go back to that because to me it is 
inseparable from the program that we will have. This is not just 
going to be a program—there have been years and years spent now, 
5 or 6 years spent with the best talent in these States that have worked 
on this program and they have not envisioned a program of going out 
and taking millions of dollars and just smearing them over the country 
here and just carrying on a wild-eyed selling program. 

We are thinking about the finest kind of salesmanship in connection 
with that, and I do not believe that has been stressed enough here 
today, and that is the salesmanship through public relations. It is 
part of that program, the greatest salesmanship probably there is on 
earth and we think we are the only ones that can tell that story to 
the American people and the consuming public. It has been sadly 
lacking. 

I had an instance of it come up right today where a man from my 
own State, engaged in—he is a doctor here in Washington, whom I 
met and he complained to me about the terrifically high prices of meat, 
and he and I had a little discussion, Senator, in your office over that 
very thing, and that is the story that we need to tell and that is part 
of salesmanship or the greatest part of it. 

I think I have touched on everything that I had in mind and I 
thank you very much for having had this opportunity. 

Mr. MonracueE. I just want to make one more comment, if I may, 
Senator. For many, many years, as the Senator knows, I have been 
around here in Washington, and it has been my privilege and my 
pleasure and my education, I might say, to have worked with the men 
who headed up the Farm Bureau for many, many years. I think Ed 
O’Neill taught me more about working up here in Washington than 
any other individual, and our association over many, many years has 
been most cordial. 

During all of that time I have followed one particular policy under 
the directions of the people of the industry that I work for. 

We have steadfastly refused to intrude upon the problems that are 
strictly farm problems. Our industry was the beef cattle industry. 
Those things that were strictly farming, those problems we stayed 
out of. We did not interfere in them. We are a little bit at a loss to 
understand why the Farm Bureau, which is primarily a farm organi- 
zation, should now oppose a program that the beef cattle industry so 
vitally wants. It is our industry. They speak about the number of 
cattle that they own. I would call to your attention the fact that the 
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record will show here that I think all of the feeder organizations in 
the United States support this bill. 

The largest of them, the Cornbelt Feeders Association, practically 
every member of that organization is likewise a member of the Farm 
Bureau. They sent their president and their secretary here who tes- 
tified in the previous hearings, the lowa Beef Council, the Lowa Live- 
stock Council, all of them members of the Farm Bureau, practically 
all of them, they sent their officers here. The swine people from a 
half dozen States, all of the swine organizations sent their represen- 
tatives here. 

Practically every man who testified here said he was also a member 
of the Farm Bureau. But they were particularly interested in the live- 
stock problem as differentiated from strictly farming problems. 

While we do not care to intrude in the farming problems, we do want 
to represent our own live stock interests. 

Mr. Jay Tayzor. Senator, I think you put your finger on one of 
the things that is worrying them more than anything else and that is 
what might happen to the meat board. 

If we get that clarified here, I think the Farm Bureau 

Senator Munpt. I think that is right. If we could amend this bill 
in some way to allay that fear 

Mr. Jay Taytor. Yes, I think you have got the solution. 

Senator Munpt. We are going to try to do that. 

Thank you very much. Do you want to say anything else, Mr. 
Woolley? 

All right, thank you all. 

This concludes the hearing. 

(Whereupon, at 4:50 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned.) 

(Additional statement filed for the record is as follows:) 


Tunarosa, N. Mex., May 10, 1958. 








Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
United States Senator, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR: Our attention has been called to the fact that several bills 
have been introduced into Congress which contain a provision for a compulsory 
livestock checkoff system. It is my belief and I am sure it is also the sentiment 
of most of the livestock people in our area that contributions to the promotion 
of any industry should be on a voluntary basis. They should certainly not be 
enforced upon each and every sale of livestock. 

I think you realize that the livestock men have always cherished their freedoms 
from governmental regulations and controls, and that they are not anxious to 
be put under any more of them than necessary. The advantages of collection of 
sums of money for advertising would, no doubt, be offset by the cost of additional 
Government personnel to supervise and control the funds so collected. 

The suggested increase in sales of livestock products cannot be justified in 
advance as being of sufficient benefit to all segments of the livestock industry 
in a ration comparative to the disagreeable features of compulsory taking of such 
sums from each sale. 

I sincerely hope that you will use your influence against the compulsory live- 
stock checkoff feature in any bill which may come up on the floor of the Senate. 

Yours truly, 
J. C. JOHNSON, 
State Director, New Mexico Farm and Livestock Bureau. 





